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The Institutes of the various sages, which form the 
primary source of the Hindu law, treat of Law in the 
widest sense of the term. The rules embracing the reli¬ 
gious rites and ceremonies and the moral duties of the ' 
different classes of the community, for tho enforcement \ . Y 

of which mere religious sanctions are prescribed, and the 
rules of positive law are laid down without any distinction. 

These rules are believed to be of divine origin ;—a belief, 
not peculiar to the Hindus, but common to all nations 
who believe in the creation of man by God, In forming an 
adequate conception of the creation, one would naturally 
be impressed with the idea that some knowledge must have 
been originally revealed to man; for without it, the condi¬ 
tion of those first created, would be utterly helploss. 

The comprehensive name of ‘ Dharma Sastra ’ is ap¬ 
plied by the Hindus to the records which embody the 
knowledge, believed by them to have been communicated 
by God to man. The Dharma Sdstras are divided into 
two classes,—the Sruti and tho Smriti. The former 
comprises the four Vedas consisting of Mantras and BMh' 
manas, and the Upmishads, and is believed to record tho 
very words revealed by the Deity. The Smriti compre¬ 
hends the precepts of divine origin, not embodied in tho 
words of the Deity himself, and includes the Institutes 
of the sages and certain works on medicine, music, the 
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grammar of the Sanskrit language and certain other 
subjects. 

The Hindu writers appear to he divided in opinion as 
to the origin of the Smritis. According to one view the 
knowledge embodied in them had been originally communi¬ 
cated to Manu who taught it to his disciples, and from 
them it was handed down traditionally from preceptor to 
disciple until its purport as remembered was recorded, but not 
in the language in which it had been originally delivered. 
Another theory is, that at the periodical destructions of 
the world, the Sruti alone is preserved, and everything 
else is lost, and that Manu who is immortal, comes forward 
on each occasion to teach the laws remembered by him. 
But it will be observed that neither of these theories 
offers a satisfactory explanation of the existence of the 
Institutes of law promulgated by the different sages, 
inasmuch as all these sages are not supposed to have 
derived their knowledge from Manu himself. Hence 
a third theory is put forward, that the rules set to the 
first-created by God were strictly observed by them and 
their descendants in the &'atya Yuga or the age of Truth, 
and that the customs and usages which were observed 
by them in obedience to the remembered commands of 
God, formed the primary source from which, laws were 
deduced by the sages and consolidated and embodied 
in the Institutes. This view is consistent with the doc¬ 
trine that an immemorial custom is presumed to be founded 
on Sruti or revelation, and as such has the force of law, 
provided it is not expressly disapproved in any of the 
Sdstras. 

Although, according to modern notions, the method 
pursued by tho sages, in laying down their laws without 
drawing any distinction between moral and legal obli¬ 
gations, may appear unphilosophical, still it is to be obser- 
■yod that so long us a divine origin of the laws is believed 
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in the legal, moral and religious sanctions would all act 
with equal force upon the minds of men, and so there 
would bo no real difference between them. It is only 
when the faith in the efficacy of religious ceremonies loses 
its grasp on the mind of the community, and the non-obser¬ 
vance of the rules of morality and religion begins to be 
excused as a venial offence, not even meriting the punish¬ 
ment of excommunication, that the distinction between 
legal and religious rules becomes wide and apparent. 

The precepts laid down in the Sdstras are divided by 
the commentators into several classes. The proper object 
of the Sdstras according to them, is to teach of things 
that lie beyond the scope of reason. What men would 
do or refrain from doing of their own accord from purely 
human motives, need not be laid down by the Sdstras. 
Where a precept enjoins men to do a certain thing, when 
no reason could be suggested for doing it, it is called an 
utpatti vidhi or injunction. When a precept forbids men 
to do what they may do under the natural impulses, it is 
called a nishedha or prohibition. But a precept regarding 
what men may do, of their own accord, may come within 
the scope of the Sdstras if it enjoins that act at a particu¬ 
lar time or place. Such a precept is called a niyama vidhi 
or restrictive injunction. There is a third kind of precept 
called •parisanlckjd vidhi , which is an injunction in form, but 
a prohibition in purport. As for instance, u Man shall eat 
tho flesh of the five clawed animals.” This cannot be an 
utpatti vidhi, for men may do the same of their own accord ; 
nor can it be a niyama , as no time or place is specified for 
compliance with the precept. The meaning therefore is 
taken to be, that man shall not eat the flesh of any other 
clawed animal than the five specified ones. When tho 
Sdstras lay down a precept which is neither an utpatti vidhi 
nor a nishedha nor a niyama nor a parisanlchyd , or a precept 
which embodies what has been declared in another 
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precept or what may be deduced from another precept, it 
is called an anmdda or a superfluous precept that need not 
have been laid down. , 

Some of the later commentators hold that the Scistras in 
so far as they deal with positive law, are generally super¬ 
fluous, inasmuch as the rules of positive law are deducible 
from reason, or in other words, from a consideration of 
what best conduces to the welfare of the community and 
suits the feelings of the people. The reason why positive 
laws have been laid down in the Institutes is then explain¬ 
ed by Saying, that they were intended to guapd the 
unthinking from falling into error. 

It has already been said that in the Institutes of 
Hindu law no distinction is drawn between positive law 
on the one hand and laws of morality and religion on the 
other. But it is to be observed that one of tire principles 
on which that distinction is based at the present day, is 
wanting in the Hindu idea of Law. According to the 
modern view, positive laws are rules of conduct set by politi¬ 
cal superiors to political inferiors, whereas according to the 
Hindus, laws of every description emanated from the 
Supreme Being himself. Tho idea of a political superior 
amongst the Hindus did not carry with it tho power of 
making laws for tho guidance of the community. The 
function of the king, according to the Hindu niation, is to 
protect the country from foreign invasion, and to see that 
the laws are observed, but he is, equally with his subjects, 
bound to obey the self-same laws. It would have been 
humiliating to the pride of the intellectual aristocracy of 
the Brahmans to concede to a king the power of making 
laws for their guidance. 

But notwithstanding the want of the above feature 
in the Hindu notion of Law, it came to be noticed that 
obedience to laws of all descriptions could not bo enforced 
by tho king. A distinction therefore developed itself in 
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the body of the Hindu laws. In the earlier Institutes, 
we find no sort of method or arrangement: all kinds of rules 
are mixed up together. In the Institutes of Ytijnavalkya, 
however, which is admittedly a later work, some trace of a 
distinction begins to be perceived. It adopts an improved 
arrangement, devoting a separate chapter to what may well 
correspond with positive law. This codo is divided into three 
chapters. The first is the A'char a or ritual, which treats of 
the initiatory ceremonies, the duties of the different castes, 
the domestic and social usages and the rites ot purification 
and sacrifice. The second chapter is called Vyavahdra 
or litigation, which embraces adjective and substantive 
law. The third is termed Pnhjaschiita or expiation, which 
treats of the religious sanctions, and the mode in which sin 
incurred by the violation of rules is purged off. The In¬ 
stitutes of Ydjnavalkya have, besides, improved the Hindu 
law on many points, of which one may be noticed here, 
that the cognates who are not recognized as heirs by Manu 
and other sages, are for the first time introduced by Yaj- 
navalkya in the category of heirs. 

Although Manu is theoretically said to be entitled to 
the greatest respect, still practically speaking, Yaj naval* 
kya appears to have been held in the highest estimation 
by the Hindu lawyers. The Mitdkshara which gives a 
systematic exposition of the Hindu law, and is held to 
be of the greatest authority in almost all the schools, 
professes to be but a commentary on the Institutes 
of Yajnavalkya, though it cites texts of other sages 
to support the doctrines propounded in it. It appears 
that there were other digests compiled previously, but 
all of them were replaced by the Mitakshani. This treatise 
however being, as its name indicates, a very concise one, 
the law enunciated in it, came to be differently under¬ 
stood by different persons. Thus arose various other com¬ 
mentaries which have concurrently with the Mitiikslmra 
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considerable weight in the schools of law by which they 
have respectively been adopted. Of all the later digests, 
the Dayabhaga alone, which is recognised by the Bengal 
School as of the highest authority, is, on many important 
points, opposed in doctrine to the Mitakshara. But never¬ 
theless this treatise, excepting in so far as it has been 
modified by the Dayabhaga, may still be regarded as an 
authority for the Bengal School as well. 

Some of the doctrines of the Mitakshara which 
are laid down in clear and unmistakeable language were 
attacked by the Ddyabhaga and other treatises, and the 
reasoning by which they were arrived at, was criticised 
and impugned. A vindication therefore, of the doctrines 
of the Mitakshara would naturally be undertaken by the 
admirers of that treatise. This appears to be one of the 
objects for which the Vframitrodaya came into existence. 
It examines copiously the arguments by which the doc¬ 
trines of the Mitakshard were assailed, exposes their fallacy 
and, when necessary, puts forward reasons to support 
the principles laid down in the Mitdkshard. It ex¬ 
hibits a strong feeling of antagonism to the Daya- 
bhaga, and omits no opportunity of exposing its errors of 
reasoning. The Vxramitrodaya has, however, on several 
points dissented from the Mitakshara, and although it 
serves as the ablest vindication of the doctrines laid down 
in that treatise, it is in itself an independent work giving 
a complete and accurate digest of the Hindu law. 

The various commentaries or digests of the Hindu 
law which maintain conflicting doctrines, all profess to 
interpret the laws that are laid down in the Institutes of 
the sages. They do not however, appear to have been in¬ 
tended to have merely local authority, such as generally 
epoaking, they now possess. The reason for the adoption, 
in different parts of India, of particular treatises as containing 
authoritative expositions of the law, appears to be, not that 
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the arguments by which their peculiar doctrines are main¬ 
tained were thought very cogent, but that the doctrines 
themselves were suited to the feelings of those who adopted 
them. The process of development seems to have been 
that a change in a particular point of law being considered 
desirable, by reason of a change of feelings occasioned by 
altered social conditions, some learned pundit attached, 
it may be, to the court of a king, undertook to establish 
the foregone conclusion by the authority of the texts ot tho 
sages. * 

The Hindu law was systematized at a time when 
society was composed of joint families, the constitution of 
which, though resting on a natural basis, was to a great 
extent artificial. A joint family, very naturally con¬ 
sisted of individuals connected by blood, but at tho same 
time it excluded tho cognates, however nearly related, and 
included strangers by marriage and adoption. An indivi¬ 
dual, as such, was not originally recognised as a member of 
society, but as belonging to a certain gotra or family. And 
though the family divided and subdivided itself into smaller 
groups, such as sammodakas , sakulyas and sapindas , still all 
these were connected by a great many ties, above all, by 
the tie of a local union. It was only when the smaller 
groups or individuals left the original seat of the family, 
and migrated to distant places, that the strong family 
feeling or clan feeling began to abate, and the natural tie ot 
consanguinity became stronger, and importance began to bo 
attached to the cognates. 

The gradual development of the Hindu law which was 
originally moulded by the institution of families may thus 
concisely be stated to consist in the recognition of indivi¬ 
dual rights and in the introduction of cognates as heirs, 
and of nearer cognates as heirs in preference to more dis¬ 
tant agnates. 
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The principle underlying the Hindu law of inheritance 
would appear to be the same as in every other system of 
Inheritance, namely, the common principle of natural love 
and affection, varied, of course, by the peculiar circum¬ 
stances of each case. It has, however, been asserted 
by tlie highest authorities that the doctrine of spiritual 
benefit is the key to the Hindu law of inheritance. But 
with the greatest deference to them, it may be ob¬ 
served in the first place that no trace whatever can be 
found of such a doctrine in the Mitakshara. The author of 
the Hayabhaga does, no doubt, for the first time introduce 
that doctrine, which is more or less made use of by the later 
writers according as it suited their purpose ; but the doctrine 
itself is used in the Ht^abhaga not for the purpose of 
determining the right of inheritance, but for the pur¬ 
pose of ascertaining priority, as regards the order of suc¬ 
cession, of those who are recognized as heirs in the 
three fundamental texts of Manu, of Vishnu and of 
Yfijnavalkya respectively. The principle enunciated in 
the Mitakshara is, that succession is determined by propin¬ 
quity ; whereas the author of the Hayabhaga maintains, 
that propinquity is not alone the criterion of succession, but 
in addition to it the capacity for conferring a comparatively 
greater amount of spiritual benefit is to be taken into con¬ 
sideration ; and the order of succession laid down by him* 
which is at variance with the Mitakshara in many points, 
especially in the preference given to certain cognates, 
is justified by him on the principle of spiritual benefit. 
But it should be observed that a clear and consistent prin¬ 
ciple of succession cannot be deduced from the various 
references to the doctrine of spiritual benefit, in the 
Hayabhaga, so as to enable us to decide a question of dis¬ 
puted succession that has not been especially dealt with 
by the author himself; in such cases the difficulty of 
determining which of two persons confers the greater 
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amount of spiritual benefit, remains unsolved. The Hin¬ 
du idea of honouring the deceased by offering oblations of 
food and libations of water appears to be a very catholic 
one. The Hindus present these offerings to some of their 
ancestors by name, and to others generally, as well as to 
the spirits of all that ever inhabited this globe. It is a 
debt of gratitude paid by a Hindu to all from whom he 
inherits the world as it is, and especially to those from 
whom he derives the greatest amount of secular benefit. 
This will be clear to those who are conversant with the 
ceremony of Pdrvana Sraddha . 

It would appear that the theory of spiritual benefit 
and the law of succession are both of them based on one 
and the same principle of natural love and affection. The 
sapinda relationship, as explained by the author of the 
Dayabhaga and other commentators, shows forth in a 
glaring light the strength of the joint family union, which 
forms the principle of the MitdJcshard law of survivorship. 
Those who may live together in this world as members of a 
joint family, become united in the next as sapindas or as 
it were members of a celestial joint family. It is by a 
strained construction of the term sapinda , that the author 
of the Dayabhaga attempts to include some of the cog¬ 
nates under it, with a view to support their preferable 
position as maintained by him. And the critical reader will 
find that his exposition of the doctrine of spiritual benefit 
in tracing out the order of succession is far from satisfactory. 
Some of the inconsistencies of the Dayabhaga on this 
point are noticed in the VIramitrodaya, although the au¬ 
thor of that treatise himself sometimes invokes the principle 
of spiritual benefit in establishing some of his positions. 

The Vframitrodaya was, as the author himself says, 
composed by Mitra Misra under the direction of Vira 
Sinha, a king. ^ r iho name of the work indicates the his¬ 
tory ot its origin. It may also mean either “ the rise of tho 
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friend of Vfra” or “ the rise of the heroic sun” of law 
to dispel the darkness which gathered round many points 
of law. Following the arrangement of the Institutes of 
Yajnavalkya, the author divides his work into three 
books, namely, A'chdra, Vyavahara , and Prdyaschitla. The 
book on Vyavahara or litigation again is subdivided into 
four parts. The first, treats of the constitution of courts 
and the law of procedure; the second, deals with the law 
of evidence and ordeals; the third, comprises the eighteen 
topics of litigation; and the fourth, which is a very short 
one, deals with cases in which the king is the plaintiff, and 
to a certain extent corresponds with the present criminal 
law. The portion translated in the following pages deals 
with the law of succession and inheritance, and is called 
partition of heritage, —one of the eighteen topics of litigation, 
occupying more than a fourth of the book of Vyava- 
hdra. Like the Mitakshard it shows great respect for the 
authority of Yajnavalkya, whom he always quotes under 
the title of Yoglsvara or ‘ the lord of sages’. 

The Viramitrodaya has always been regarded as 
an authority of considerable importance. In Gridhari 
Lull Roy versus The Bengal Government , the Lords of the 
Judicial Committee observe, — “That question, however, 
is not to be governed by the Mitakshard alone. Adhering to 
the principles which this Board lately laid down in the case 
of The Collector of Madura versus Moottoo Ramalinga Sathn- 
pathy , their Lordships have no doubt that the Viramitro- 
< laya , which by Mr. Colebroolce and others is stated to be a 
Treatise of high authority at Benares , is properly receiv¬ 
able as an exposition of what may have been left doubtful 
by the Mitakshard , and declaratory of the law of the 
Benares school.” 

In the arrangement of the present work, I have followed 
the suggestions kindly made by the Honorable Justice 
Ranieschandra Mitra. The division into chapters, parts, 
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sections &c., not found in original Sanskrit works, has been 
frequently introduced by translators for convenience of 
reference; though this has sometimes led to the mis¬ 
take that there are verses in the original corresponding 
to the number of paragraphs. These works are all writ¬ 
ten in prose, and there is nothing in them which may 
be taken to resemble the sections of a statutory enactment. 
The division into small paragraphs again is very mislead¬ 
ing, since one might fancy them to be complete in them¬ 
selves, whereas in the generality of instances they may 
often be only isolated links in a long chain of argument. 
I was therefore advised to divide the work in such a way 
as to prevent any mistake of that kind. 

I have adopted the language of Colebrooke in translat¬ 
ing many of the texts of the sages, and compared West and 
Bidder's translation of the Chapter on Stridhana with mine. 

For the convenience of those who may wish to make 
occasional references to the original, that portion of the 
original Sanskrit, of which the following is a transla¬ 
tion, is printed at the beginning of the book. 

I am grateful to the Syndicate of the Calcutta Univer¬ 
sity for having offered to contribute one thousand rupees 
from the Tagore Law Fund towards the expenses of the 
publication of this work; and to the Honorable Justice 
Louis S. Jackson, C. I. E., the Honorable Justice William 
Markby and the Honorable Justice Rameschandra Mitra, 
who have evinced a kind interest in the preparation of this 
work. 

My best thanks are also due to some of my friends, 
especially to Babu Srfschandra Chaudhuri, M. A. and Babu 
Indraruith Bandyopadhy&y, Vakils of the High Court, from 
whom I have derived considerable assistance. 


High Court, 

The 5th September, 1879. 


G. S. 
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CHAPTER I. 


1. 


?jr ii«t)lpR'tH3ii4^U^ ^lo^T ^r: I 
mWW R -ER^iT TOW II 


2. jTw^rarfrrw wtr?: i fwnft'S^T froR eptor i 

TOWTJr rfcf $i?r cif^T^R ll 

fir^RR fro xfcT i ^ra flwqsj^iTfti fwm- 

wra i 

pRfR qwfcfcT R W)Rf Wf^TWTW^BW I irat^Tf^TT^Wlf^ 
Vptlf^W clftoJnFT I 

TOT r^tewi TOFTO I Its ^TtTOWTWT WT %I 
^fforffw; i ^(M^M^uifTra *?mw fwRTmifw 11 

?n?TwrsRR ftran^irfOTTO^rm f^s-w^ i 

^grpro^sfir fronrifw to 5 ? (Si*iK»«&u^w?r I ^uror 

crrcf fronw? sRfmwwj; i 

3. m^TH-s^WR ^JTfTOTTOWRRij ^TTOff5?tTT ^fff | rim R 

Pw^to I fwwsN fMcR<4i mwre&ftlmir arwr? i ssm iTu {tor 

fiRfj^^Ttrsr^jpqRTPr TOT^sriwtw. 1 fwRiiiftwm 1 

F^WJnwm^Tgat^TmiT 5f wm 1 
*r*j -Ct^m *frT ^ifciuliiii^ jtW 

HfTERprimf^^t^f^ffT^^nTOSRTfqpfrqi^imRTf^ I »1 <J 5gciT ^t« Tt cRT 
<«ll4ltsf^T I ^^SF^TffWTOtlT^if cR^TOTCKii ?jr cRT 

fTOljt I 

( 3***- < il ^^CRT^JR ^'<<ir^W^fjfTJ!It^TOireR^wa i 

^Rm^ra^Tmjff r f? | ^ ^ RmiTOTOna tow- 
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[Chap. I. 


i jriiimqqqm qft^^zj cpr^faTw f^ihirc^^Tqvrsracq- 
qqwqfqq-raT siRTcre i ci^tow *fer xr qRrqifcr 


4. fwm^i^^T’xTrsTr qqjqrgqRfaqqw dxK'+K’ji qjq@Tq% 

3HT: I ^cPR^^'^T#ri' fwrfqqqqiTR fqWJISTRraqTJIT qRISqq qR 
T^rq q wir: i qqxfq qratJiqrfq qsqrraTOn craiftr qTrsspjifqqcq- 
Pi4<13T??J3l-is*lfelT <JR cTR ^^^qK+rqc^^i^qyq^Tqq^qT f%- 
UNiai^R: I qjqqq | qqfT qff qfRqq qwf qqRq 3T? 3Tf rfir | 
^mcw»spren^nr jnud sfq i qw fw^>i qqRqTqqqwqfqfq i 
^ ^1(4=1-tMM cl^qmqfqqra | 

5. *? xr qRT f%fV5xsetfci^: qrafqqq^ i w#rt fqqrfqqq 

^«rfxf qrrfflfq fiRT^ 5RRW ?T qqTfitTfqqqiT qR!| 

qnfjro^Tq hi lyff^RR^Td i qqj fte- 

^TRT^STt xTg^Wqi 3R: ^gfcRR: | WfiR|[TW qfqqqRiRTWiqq 

tR ^«»lc<jTti I 


6 . 


qq ^reT.jfq ^mfci^RTr ^rg: | ^rffrerp-R qqr^tqmfq «p*t- 
HRIqnqR qqffrerqsimq | 

cRT f? i qfV sr^Rq qqTqtqf fqqifeqq qpq RTq q^qwqrw 

^ ^ V V# 

RWOTf-RfcT confer fqqr qqpETT«pqTqTqTfqq 

^CrcnT)- 5fRH^: HBU^^TS^iT^ldfrT RMq?Tq: | 

>* J ^ 

7 . | fqWJTiq trnfi fqqTt^«R rq^RlfqVfTR <d q qq SR 

xqm i qfsr fqqr qqTqrcxqiTOT qfq qq qqtq qqfafq fqwjrarawqr- 
qq 1 qtqgqqx 3 qxqTqcqqxy qT*raq q qwqqtfq 

8 . qq qqxqiqqfcmqroi qqrqtqxqfq *Hixfqfw: ^IfcRTwrawr- 
cT^fTcfr 3 qqfq qqxqrq | JRT stHq qqrf fqR ctf^q JZqrfq cfH I 

*n qqrww^qr^gTTr qnqqrqq sfq 11 qqq qmqnrqqqtqxqqniqq- 
srrfqHrRxq WsqtfqqRR qqfwffcl qqfq qjqq | q ■qqflfqvnJnqRRi 
stfqqiq crt qrfqwr^M q trfciqxqqfcT fqqi Rxqqxih q^qfqai^qi- 
fsW^TTCflfq *Hrx f%R RTqq q sfarr qq^^qr^TUftT qq qqifqfw- 
quinq froqqfqq^nqjcqi q wRqqifflqjqqrqqrqq i wrqqR fwq 
tftfqqRqfqqqqTq ffTW^iir qRqqlfq I cRI*qqR qjqfqdqi^Hl 


XqpRrpzjR’qiqqq | 
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9. qq i ??fwfl!;rsi*n^T»rf qq*|q ffarax n*j: i 3 q 

fimT q firaw'f: H ^qr i fistreT<i& 3 ti^ TOU&Twqnfq q i 

q ^icf q*rrq *rfq qsqi *fcr n qw^jq fqjqiiraTiiTqtqqgTTOiqiK- 
qrqqfqqqqq qra qqxfqiNTftraTqrq i 

qwn kw^w«i qqqjTqq: i qqi q sr^n qqrqlqi qqqrqrfqi- 
gftTfeq cI^Rfci^^fRItnfll qiq fxrg: qiTqqqm | ^|Tqq 3 qqqqsiqfq 
fqifc ?fff qqqqqxw qrqoqqsFqqr ^wwnjicftfh i qqq i q^i fxratriiT- 
| q^tq fqcITfl'IJ ci^r'JMTOlfsraTO^^i: *nqrcil qq> 
qqqqrqsfa qq qqtqqqq^T qfqqffnqt 3 qfq qqqiq i 

10. qq jftcffiqqq qqqqiqqnfrq qwq SqjTq'FqT 3Cf?T | 3p*H: 
ftctTWCigicIt srann^qiH^ q^TqWJI?l'fq®qT qT*qiqqq | 

fwqnqfaqq c^qiqqj %^qiqifqqTqq^qiqre*qqiifq^q qqqmq 
gqrntf qrtfqqTqqq ijqfr qwi aira: qqiq qfq 1 q 3 

fqqwqsfq cm qqq(<qfqfq cnxq: I qTTqiqqqqqfqTjqiq | 
iMd*!®' Ji?r tmt fqw%qqqfqT3fqfcr «iks: fqgqqfflqrn? qqqr qq 
fwCqfqqqrq^q 1 fuct?|w fqr fsrailqqqfiqs: 1 qqxmj t% wqqqr 
fqqra ffcrcjfc faq, sfcrn f^Jifwfsrhi^^raT^ ^wif?r 

qr^rnq Sni*i^ cm $3w%Tqiqiq 1 fqqtq 

qffq 1 H^-fx? I 35^ fq^g JHig^g *ffiq »qqq: qqq | H§fc^trqq fmq- 
qq)qra f% qtqqiftfq 11 ^qqTflTqTfimremq ^ww sram^r? 1 

11 . qq 1 q sfarfcr ftafq *mT ftqepnqqq 1 

qqfq ^T *q*q^ r qfqq q ^4.q-| i qq qqr qjwnqr^W^JTfqfq II Sjfq- 
•q pqqq qiTKff q qnqqrqw_ 1 qqjft q: gq: qrnl^qqrq: q^.irqqqrrirq 
ftqyq wqnfaira w qqrfq sRqfq ftqfq ?mq qfq^t fqqr q fqvi%- 
qqqqnqTqqrrciqqnq fq^qiqqqqnfqwrJiqiq^iqtT: gqr sfq 1 q«nqq 
qqqq qqfqr q^rCfqt fimifV+qfqqqq ^qfqfq qqfq q 1 ^sqxfq- 

qqsqqcl- I *ra1q n^Kfancj fqsyqqnqicfqJiq^i: q^fqsjTfqfi^qqrq q*r 
^T-q q^nfq qqrtqqrrqrijlqfq fqqft; f%qq ftsqq qqqqxqmqj fqqft 
gftqxgqfiqqwfcfr I 

12. I qn^qwnfqjTO qq •q f^sraqraTt^q^Rq: ^q- 
^cpqrqffiqf-^qT ^tqmnrnnqiqq 1 qrqqq w MraTfqqqqq 1 wtjbt 

^ T: 1 ^ ^qfyq^fq) wawi q^qfqfq 11 
qixqq^flrqqfmnqqq^' ?, q^xq) q -q ^ i»q^rqn nq« 1 >rnqrfq^wq rrfqq 


®? 
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TO ^'qTfVlMM'-nQiJ ^TTfflS? ftrt qqifqq 

<1 \J M 

g?:TOlf^^rj qqpfifiiqiTfocffifq fqqi}q | ^ 5 5[i?jq 5pgq: 
SWRTOH l^'il^M HWMqqqqtRiq^ | 

13. fqpf gfq qpq ^rif^R wrafl c?^T?jTinr?fq wifeu^TH 
qrnft ftws^^fffewiirxrfereifw^g sn^wrfN fqfM 

fqfis; jrNfficnrFr SW^q ’©TqqqTq^Tq^TS f% qx^TTl^rt - 

w<ft«yTfqsn^ f*i«j?fN*iwci k*u^ jj^rn" i 

«T??T f? <(iii«jtw|: | fqqsf qiq: | qfq: yftug: | ^rf^Wjfr qiq- 
fWVITJr: | qfeTf: qqqqou^&d^ (««IT- 
I qrftRW>tfs!TciqnfflSfi«J 
fqwq; snfg: i qqq wig*? ^ qrrqt *rafq i wrag ^ srnra i 
sr^nnjj sfwfrf^tmwf^m^rar?;® fqqsnqq^ ^nroraKro: i 
^ft^fsR(gTi?rg *HN qfiqigir I fgfM : 

qqm 1 qs?rer fqf4<£ nfwrKTjj/iiif^fH^n I 3 S*^T 
^t?.i fqqq^r fqipffqqrqqitqji 1 fq^Vf *€fwfarqTtqfq f^^rnr ifig- 
vrqm 1 g'^>/My^Jii4(u^^iWi<^i«uj^Tf)arEif?)^Tfi5iTaFrf ^gprr- 

SfqsjTci fqfqqSPqq WfJW | *?q^T 

wfq^tnqrq I 

14. qisqrgqTfqqT wrf%qjq sn^ror w[ i qraq-rarpTO- 
qrfg *rsrr qsqqroq w n t<v qw<ifqqWH>g wrerpgqrf^r^Tfg nq- 
??<4iWT -<T!lf%VPWgiTOS | fq*?TOWq 1 

qwrq 5 anw^flfwqroq qiw TrkwqrsmqiqiqqqTjqTqq 



15. qtfq ^ wf? qrqqqqnrfcrFqfq qraqin q ^jTq.qgq^j ^if%- 

*fw 1 ?mw%^ qq ^ticT 1 

3i(?IW fqftHTSq ^WTfcqr^RfqT^qt(WTs4 qraq*;: 1 

16. qfq q ^qjiWr^qir^'il qq qtcTOfq srsr^rgqpnqi qfif ^qqr- 

qrr^ TO q qRqqqTOTRT lsff*nro«l %qfq 51 ^TfwrafciTOq I 

sqqqraimiwor i qqqq^jq?gqfifft q qq q i qraqjqqj^q 
^4t|: fqj q qsgq 1 rr^r^T^mqq wig •rrqwqrqfq i qiqrnrwq- 
qqq q q*q qwsqmT i fqfqqisqnng: vam qqTsqfm gqq qqfirfq h 
9TTO W*ft f<qwqsrr^ qTqTCqTOiqTqJff^wqq: wNTq: ¥^q? 
q?fjqf5n'TqrqT fqfqqi qtfqqq q^TOITq^TO qirfV<*rq: | qj^q , 

qqrwfqfq qtfcTqf^rqrqf ma: 












































mist#,. 



17 . fyf*wnp 3 $ crrng irwjf+rpR^- 

gpgfllfa ^4vrf^ gifyWWRg 

^raxf^iTa l ^iT^xroa: wraaiftaw; 

HWW^ I _ _, ^ ^ ^ ^ r _ . 

^wmtl srrinn stIr 

(gfr^Pw^ ^Fgitqyfgri: i ?^JT? ^'TOvgraa^^J 

si T* 5 g 4 j^ g cra^#^jT fgf*r?pm i fgfggiinsR «gsi 
sfh || gpr ggn! ^itr^ra ^wPcitc: i & 

18. \ 'g f<4 g i R ^ ^ec r^grTOTfii^fflfg iffcw^gg ^«-n<Pt 

^m<y 4 i g p n ; gng%gti: ^>kw^ snxtwifwww 

spirt ggR: frgif^ *w*wroSfJ w v i ^ 

^ M^^ gm r«gg w i^r^t sniftiiiwia i s^ifotwra *nv 

ftrgifnicw.i ^ 

19 . grfy xj i gftgsifg fxrgrgt ggR^rgy spirt grw agfg^T- 

gwfg g g i gHgq g fgwm gng i ^xgRgg-nrggxyyfafg ■yg *t I ^ T 
grfg WWf^ra«T^ I wt ft^Tfgfw *nr 

fgfvTOgEtrrgg^x^: yg^m^ gar ^jrssr*rp ^raTfggrgnTg ^t ! 
fqg: g-g ssuftg-tRTa *fg uTguiyf^g gargift ^igj *<r«wtg 

^j^gf^qfgiTyTg^ | 

20. ifepspJR^fg m^gt^sjfwwfg sW*™*^ itgRiggiK- 
**&m fwfrcw * g^gRiwii^g vwxvt ygigfa* i 

21. fm I ^ fggisnfg ngyyg 

fqgft waft w^rm gfg^n t^x gfyvn* «^gfg fksm- 

fjragrg mftft arw tw hu w gRTTggt^nrg 1 1 g ^ f^*gt«grp?ifyyT- 
srrg fgwwfgaRRT' gfg W i ^rgxgtfg wturtw^ i m m -a •. i gift 
fjpmfgfvPwRR gg *rt g%ggx Tra* gr wgrpggx tfg naaT fagr^T- 
fi^rm i giRifWt- g fgggntRgrcgiTg gg fgwiiT gftfagM fgfrr- 
^x^-IgTOT^g wrg i grtgf^g^Ryr«ifgyTi(Tgfg^^gfg^gfg^ra^igr- 

wrgrgj ^ ^ ^ ^ 

22. wi grlggi! fyaTOiR *3i*g «nf% fg^gmig'gpsrgTfgfg g?g>T- 

^^tgsnWT ysgrf^ggg fgvnirR ?graggirg<g\Rftg r^Tymisfag I 
fi^x %gggfg^raKfg g 5 pjrt ^<g gig" ®g«m i gn^gcgfrrawTfggi- 
«fy fggTf^^xggT'jfgiR.gi gg$g | 

?wrg ftrgrfg^cgsn^g g^g ggiglgt gw g gc^pgwtgiT^flgfgf'T 































WNlSrjfy. 
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<SL 


*TqTSfq Sfa tfqqj- 

23. ^^r^jcf i qfq ftr^Tf^wrwT qq qqTqtqf <rsi*r ^<q 

f^ni fqqrqt wtqfq qqr anctqq: ^W- 

Iqqtq cqifqgfqfq*:(y*^: | q 5 qtqftn^fqqcii;oXTHl *W flfqcT- 
^(ifqrqxfqq ^fqqfrix g?fi: 1 ^if^Tfnfq^TErqri^ri ftrqiqr sftqqfq 
tprnftq xrfcf q«r<i-tqfq 3 xqicL 1 -<H^^r^f^Mi qqq^xqqsiqm 1 srrcr- 
q^§iWli?nT^fr qqiq^iqfdqffl^q fqq^X q g qqTCSjf&craT: *sRsq- 
irfcT fq^raifqqR® fflqjqTfdqTqt f^raqrrq 1 qqiq^rfqg- 

wqqxq qqfqqrrwm n^dsfq qqrqlqiqfq frqx^R^fq qi^mj qqx 
wcfq ira fqg: ^<q^T qq fq^Fnqqfiq q^^q^^qRfqtqfrKfqfdT 
g qqpCtdr wlkiwqKqjra^ ^^i^qicqrgwifqqqTqfqsqfff- 
€q qr*nff 1 qqppq frigs qqxqqfqqfq qiqf^rriT wiqqnqj ftrqrqgnflng 
q^K?^f%cn: qiqcrqqjTfqirrrqifiq^qr qgr fwr: ^qqiqtwrgifc- 
qdT^ wqTqqqqfqqxdTRdqqiqqqTg 1 ^Rgncft g *sci«rn: y«M=ii*iT qiiqg 
qr qfflfxtr q g qqiq^^mfqsqf^! 1 fqqx^qqqs ^(qtcqrqqifq^dqg^jqTc^ 

i qw^rehrcrflfgjiqisfq q^f^^op**- 
%Tsfq fcqqrf<qq*iK.rqiwTfqqqq Wf qnqsqqr: 
f-H 4 ^ fqqra ^lq;qfq fqqirr 
•twcto qftfqiqwq ^fq w% ^ qncf^rqmiflq qqiqlqT fq^Tfqq% w- 
qjq^TTTS^qiflqlfq qiTqfqsiW I 

24. qq fqqTqtqTqqw ry qxjgq -dt R*( l qi <4u <9 <q qwJxqnfd+lTt<- 
qfTgrqrfqq? wtfqqqj qqq*?fqqx3iNft qqnrfqg ^rdwrg fqqKlqf q 
cT^qiXiqq^rT f%qqxqfnqqTJI|fqrfd qfq^crEnqnq I qfqfqq*d I < d ifqqUR T- 
$qjr*qq sfer g fqqiq^qTqTqp 1 

25. ^d^i tcti-reidm qiTfqtqfBfq jfttroqqqxq q^qtfldqreqqgq^q- 
qi»qT Mr<«xf< Wjfqqiqrrgsq qinsqTq ®q qqfq qjqqq 1 

26. qq TOgqqq qqrrfq ^ifqqf^rffi^i^d qwtq«t 1 qjqqqqrffi- 

sssfT^rraT=g fqqjRqraiqn^R^qf^q^qqqi*yrirc: I spsxqqT- 

qirm« qqcqrqjT^iq'Tqf^ldq'^qTUn^RW Jiip: I 

27. qq ^^xf^^^KTqr^qTtqqq^i^q'qqTqR'ri^'rd'ptmw- 

qjn?ififxfdqf.« | 

v> ^ 

28. qgrow -^fdqq'fgifqw^^rqqifq 5t»*Rr ^RwqJiq^qqqr- 
q|fg I <Rfq *T 1 































'^Tci^Jr^T tfT^^OTrrwrfii qq qq ssnqqqrfqftfff qqraif-.fqwsq- 

cqqpqq I ■'_ 

29. ^qqq to fqsrqqxro | ^xqc fqqqfq qqfq ^j?m- 

^I ^ WL tfer II ^pra^Tfr- 

mfqqqqqj 5 t=srt ■■ywM-^^mrracj^i q ^ fqqrxriiqxwfq^qxq;- 
fqqq^fofq ^ivR I q fqqx si fqqxq’? qfci ^TTfssrraj ftciwwlt 

quf^cinfq q=i q'x^r ’g ^ngfxi «i qqfafq spgsr a^qx ^i'wqqfq i qsix 
flfjW^msjFi?T#TT ifcttqilsiXflfqfqgTq ^ sm ^SDTa ci^nfesj^ 

swift q^xftqt cr^ sptrx qr^ ^rrnTrorsfcT fqrjqxqTfqqxs: qarfqirq* i 

30. cl^ia w% wmil q qij qW^ qxifq spqqq ^ I srexfq 
fWxqsiftq u^saN ?rr#itiw q y w^xqqzsqw^iqfe*rfwxfqq q 

° sj v» vi 'J y ^ s< 

^qqqjfafoliqqfqfqq^q qtlciqflfxifq iqqsR i wtoCt 3 qilfMq fqqx- 
fqR*q<iyxix q pTf<t(Rc)^J gqqqq 1 ^nqq fqqqfq q^fq qm*f 4 - 

cIST I ^5|<0S*Xq IcJTST qqiq sr <nsf if t* fqqm: || $ 5ftc]T qjtqqXcir’g q q 
3W qjqfwr: I qfqq ^S^WiTffm q qxsf ?r q fqqra: || qqxfqqqqiq 1 
qxqroqqxqt qsqq i 

31. qq qqqm w^q^qfqqqjqT^iqs q q^xq: qjTfq ^w^gciT- 

snfwiTsrm i qq qqwx qwqtsrr fqqxfqqq sqfipi, i q=g 

W%qs7fifqji*?i^m»qqfdrtfq JiWlfqqqq ;3<qqqfq qicqtqxq<ertifi: qft- 

32. qww q ^qsq qixtqrefflfqJl»qq qflfiqxPT I qqqx 9TR3- 
qxqqqrcfqqxqx qqqqrfqqx ^^TqlTOfq srsimfri^mm qifafq qqq- 
tawnhciq qfqfqqrsfTfqsgqiT^T qsqa i qqpqqqjfqtqrpqT qiqngqxqq 
^Tfn^fi ^rMqsjl iq w fq qqqqfqfqqxstrMqsS'q qq^TSfU^q qt 


33. qifTTliiTqq^TSqsxTiTqx^niqTqTSfq fqwxqqxfjiqxw: I qiq q^- 
fqq ^ Ml W Ofiq naxqsisn^: ^fjxf^qfqqsqq^isq: I • 'qxiqs'itqx^qf 
fg an#qrewfqJT*qf*!t .«r■;qi1ftiqiX^fqvqwra5Icqfi^fh ^f^q.^rsfi: I 
qqxqqqrfqqqT 13 : I q?P5Xiqqtqxqtqi?lfq qxxnfqqifqqiflfiqxqiqqq- 
nmfm 1 qqxfq q^Tqqnxxnqxiinfq^qsii qxq^f^qnqqqfaif^gqiiffr q 
qjfiTqlx;: I '^Wfq^qqq qratfssXTqqrqftfq 5 qmjqifq | s^qin- 
c^fqsn^iW^y•yJlfqiqT^i^^rixq qqjqi qflfaqj Sfqqq qmfflfq qjqiqxTci 
Wlfqqwq q qi^q ^Tfqfqiqxfqqiqf $x% | 

34. q %q qrr^Tf fsqijqif^ftqx §xqrf^xqxqqxqqqqiqq"q 


/ 
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tifrlfcfo I WFWHmfjlcFIT 5H 4 h'< : <BWN»ilR^T-ti^^W i =i^4- 

i ?rrai^Tfti^R^ liei^fw 9?5#l*r- 
siw^ifbirr Fr^rTJTf^f^ift faPw ^ 

?Frra^ i srnjfwwiira s^Tf^mwfai*w*.«*ifc«iiT< I l 

35. cm ^ ^(V4% ^FT*rm I iraf^rg^T^TiT «l*»ilR ^ci<cf[- 

oFfrr^Tfeq^T ^raifwf^*!. I ^T^BH'ftmfcqiTr ^r^ros^ncfe'raTg- 
f^fTurr xminx i ^TJTKt*rr*rfR fw fa^ra- 

ifa cxigr^ra^miffl'^ '^fi(ij|\t=n<iu I 

36. ^uft f^^nf^n^g stow wrrm<TO i f*Fqf%- 

?ft%VITJIT.5<^ f+ttHtsKWI fw-stFr^wr 

^jnwTrw I 3 ftw* fwrHmr y-=u<Ctwi 

sr^gfct csrrmw ?rfw»TO: fwwifwsRT fwaiwr»i<6<gifnc 6 iti*yi<c3iT Piwnt 
sfer ^fsmnr^x ^jt^jtw: i 33 ^prt *fin fwwuiTw ^cwisFW crarfwwTW- 
5rr«fif-d<*nw1 wwi^aiwiw^nFPflrw fs twriiw f^ra l w^irn^j- 
^g<wy-tiir ^iffrai 1 w*gmtm 1 ^wcr^wr? fawr^JWT fw'snwwrcrwF^ l 
fgvTOWF^iw^vFTfflWFFfwww: srfsntx «rxwiwtwfwwwx «x ytl^fwww *fw l 
in% g^i C fr! sffrw ^ wfa^crcftfer ^ 1 

37. ^r^fcr w<wt ^cR/Swxfwwww ct^ftr 
=f?3rTTf^ $r=hyf«9sPf ^ ^rarcf^rera^ 1 srmn ^^rw>rt fto- 

1^ 1 «3 ^ K^aWfafw « c^f^^frofTOXWXW I 

38. f«racrttrrfw3i ^ wiwcrx prefix wm 1 

ft 3W1W W®i *5«*IM«)Pl*l*JWi ^WFT W FTTH F?<W- 

m^*m f*fcr wwET^rewwflxsrga sFWX^wsrfererexwfrt fm- 

fa^flwfw wwrr^: TOtmpww 1 w ^ wwrrwwsx wnww w wwatfw 
wtjt *cw w 1 wfq cifrT^ ^wifw i ?m srxqrwwwtfw fwyfer- 

f«mR SfcX Trefa i 

^mtBiiwfi fwww *mi 1 337 wm^wfwsraxwx ww&w wwxfww- 
*xxwx ^(^itrracnTn^ bxifx w ^xwwfw 1 wssrewftm wmwwn?. i cm 
^rTcr srftm^fwsrxfrex ^(Wffpww ptohriw ^ wnrxwreraxJixswwxw 
sr^^I w^i^wfinwx wwwfcfw n4«rensww *1% wr4 ; 1 spjrfww- 
| ^iftlftoPSK: ^FTSgWXWT irFRftra^iT fW 
cmwTTTKifffwritt tffiwwww ww xfww tfo sf sjijutwwx fwwx^ro- 
1 





































misr^ 



qq ^f#3<qr*qqqqqq fqqKMqiqjqRlfiRJ *3cft 

fsigurf^^n: qqq^r q qraifrfq I 33 fqqq: I 3qT 33133- 

fijqfltqf quqqcq cRX sfi^q fq3*nf33PRTf333 33^ I 3 3 

qqqjg- fqqqifcM*KT3: W? I f^T*ri <333f33W 3tfq3cqiWqT3 ^33- 
q33T3cqrqfeiqiflTf3q3tfq 333 I 333Hi3 3 f33Wfft3OT- 

$T3 'CfcT I wr f333lfq3i3Tf3cXJ3Tf3 Wfl»5WtTiRl^T 3f3ftl&tfWT3- 

froraT^ i 

39. 3*f#3ffra3Tfw- 

jrafafa i cpqqjqifiT# 33X33TfH3TJWT3T 3«W33 i 

40. 33331^ 3lH*KTM=tiUU tTHTOKf^: <NIM IH W33*»|3 3 9TT- 

I ^TJIcra 33313331 Sflffl! sP3tpr3Tf^3 3# 333 3t3[33 333TO 

fq ^ qq 3 tK33T33 q^q»${333T 9133 fq^igq I 3*533.333X3 3# sR3^ft 
qqq^rsIwinRnm *fq qrrsixqi333,. ^3131533333 *§313X3 fqiiq ; i 
q 3 cnqqxw 33T qfq qfiqq§T3T3. 3RJ33 3 qqqfqfq 33f#3 l 3T3T- 
43*3 ziurffa# fqqqraT q*<qqi q^mq'RT^ ^rafwgfq I 

'=U'*Kfi| 333X?ti+i. I 33PT3 333T3 q < qiq»iqq ! 3 W3f3 I 1333*3 

?qrox3T3. qrrnmqrrq: * 3 x 3 i *j33T3T43fq333nr3. t33***3 

13333333 qi^qq i 33iHmi3T3TC*!riW33 nsjqqtfq 3*33 *f3 I 

41. 33*9 q?r3t ftqqqrrfqq^qr q^fqffi§3 trqqTqfaT qf§wiq<q- 

qqfciftaiqrafqqT^ 339*9 f^wfqqifq 3T33qa9qrtfq l 3 Rwt- 

^q^Tf5fqTf?Tqf^§fq3qq3 | 331x4933 qqq3q3313(9fq3T313Xiq.* , l ftq 
qqj wiwqfHiqqTORi^ 1 1 *r 33 qqKi-s^PRqiq wfqq339T ife : i 
g-w^wcifflfq fq*qw i jm^nropaift 3 3qqifw3T- 

533X3X353: 93 91# wwm3M§i9ltViii •tl’99 I 

42. qqq -TfMTfqqTHRTTfq 3H9 *9Tfqf9 *13. #qW*3rtT35PCT*9t 

^<q^i ^ntwfHf^q qqfq m*:i*9« i ^Mhfqq qi§Ttnq?q^» 

it^irqTtrft^^RiRT 9rf**3 9 t* 3§3 qjqinuq i w^urq^^Tqq ^<q 
wRirsqtq^^ qx^f q«u«tu<#T 319993 : i *w wiiwiq’fqfrtfq q sjqi- 
^trrgqq ^xqrfqfq ^ 33 ^xqsg ^Wrofaffq 

fq^\l 

43. 33i# miq»ciT l 9n^nn * 13 x 9 qqj fqf q qrjtfir-jqqgn^q q, 

firPraissRq^q^xqf^wq: i infq fqqrJii^^qrfqfq i 3301 x 9 x 93 : i 

qfq 33«f^qif%f^3RlTqf%fifq sXRTjftf g 33V9flX9XT I 95*99X1 3I3Tfq- 

M3Tf^xqql?!T35fij 33 ^Tfqfq?n3^Tf3^Tq5l3'l^ ^(qqqmqt f333i 
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y*f?5jtjTcTr*{ i. TTSfif^ra^unf^r 

WWtffimflTa | c^icfr x[ cptfsffifcn^WP^N' I cI^T ^ 
i era cf^r <nd? *reprrNctf*ifcr i tr^r ^m^rPrantri- 
ffnzr-g: i ufcrasn^ar^f^TsraaTSfEf fi^t^i S'pR3%3TRSTT- 

"ic^Fnrar i 

^ i i ^r snmsjfog 

^rnfiT q^rapfrcfliTciiffif^imnf^ i sjrmsi^g spfct^q 

fiT«lfft^cIF?T 5 r | S^TcR^ 3 jfjf ^ 5 TR<m^-. x? | 

44. ^ fircrrgcret I m- 

#^wflurci ^ | ?r: i ^r^fi^irr^gf'Tf qraurr ^t^pot Wi. i H^ra?- 
jfw ^rjPtt cnTfT^ ^ n wf^OT^rfcrcrirf^ w ^4wrr- 
*i^r tnsf^R w ^rwra i^t^Rjf^ciwri^^uin^fxT ?i<tfsrw*?ra<r i 

g firg: fw*w^T frf^w^rfl i 

^Prgicsr ?rfcr§irrfa^T)f»ifjRTfUryrr^T^ srrafSgrn^i cigranlfaFf} ^r- 
^wnrraw^fflfcT ^ Taraf^rwfq’ i ^mfrfUJrai w grii mw spjt 
'.Wl‘- I WJT: ^ilfercn? II d% WWOMH I 4131*1 €5$ 

^ra*Tnr! i Wrtjt <*( i r«w i (Vn^ 3, w i c)-^ ^rCfri ' 33 TW w*i3g<&«?- 
frrarc*®* 3 twt wfM wfcr wing wimw %s ny^ sfg 
^^«cf#rirfc ^ ^ficFgrrftf '<tT#r»r trfg i g uiref* 

45. ^ furore i *?r<3«j sn#^*mfgjr«i%’2i- 

* ^t^ftrr^rat for i ftpg sr^mrirrig- 

cirjy JtfTprrV stojiis* w$t*T gr ggwr: | * f%^Jrar frai 

53RK[4?r$T f? *r || gwtT ifwffcq s?g»ffffre?r^cH7 1 ^TO^ni ^r* 
^4ft(«i^r gijsrir f%?r: it xfer g g*ser svgfW^TTOfe wtoit- 

jqr^JTWTOl% ■yfy^ra^^T^rurgi ^iTjgfersneTqrar: ^KTJitw'i^tf^- 
arrg i fr^^srtifww^l^ snrcrtfafq mgf^xrwr f=K*-iiPi i 

* ’rr^if^RTsi^flftr I iwreaifciwr^ nln^r- 

a«rr rcgwt Pi «v«i ^#tfgwF>*i<*rofa 

g^ffifct %d?*r5f5r4 fgxrrwr^r i 

40. ^tF: 

I^Faf ^r-];in^^.w^y^icjf^^HT5fg^r|rrrair^^^RciT rfm^rgfff 


5rT#5f^wfy3TKTO^qnf%^T ^'|E5Tf^- 


i *rar ^m^qrf^iT i ciitq- wrp ww wwt% 










































fdWdT^d]criTOrdd | 
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gspgdrdfdtrcdd ^tddnw ii qsn^nddpg dra#! ^fdf>d dfd 

jgrfttjfci’Era^^T^^ dfaddWRdmsdd^drdKKdiw i ^djamrs^rfd 

cTct: q^^Praraf^sri^ra^rfr: l dW^raw^TinddRdfdtd: 

grqfflfcT 'id i ’dfyJTdFfmiid draf^'ddnaiFidTdSddli^Td i ^nrcw 
gfdiqidwi: I swEmmfdii d fddvdqrdfdfwi ^fm: d ^wt 
ddf^gnddddddd d^TOdi ^mTTdlfd^dfflid fsTOdfdid^TflTdifdW- 
^TW^HT^TSfil dT TFdFfrWdfd ^faFdidTddiT I Hfd^K** TP^rffK- 
dWini k gfddd^gfdidTdratiddci?rr I d'lfadifd- 

qddRSddTf^KJddlMfc siT^IW ’asr^lSfa ^nf^fcT *SnTd: I 
d f% dffcPfl'dlfddT KTdd*?TOTd: didJlfd *Wd: I dT ^ difdd ddflTdl- 
jrsji ^f^f^BrrwrcT Tsgdiid ddj ^mWlf^sK^- 
difdd i f^ct-rg^T^^durt<d'fl_ i n«kt«- 

^tfd^iorfcd^ ddl^dididflTdirctdfl l idf 

drrddfnfd | dw^WdTdmfyflti ^^OT^fd^Ti'^r^ura^TTr^d frig: 
^fccfTWd: KIT^i?rrdT3W^4Tgf^dfxn^TfdW3lsr^<!|fdTriT^f4d^ITtZ|f?r 
jqTJdcd*i_ I df^fdi^ g dfljjd dtli ddTnfd d<£lJTdcdTd dfdWiiltdfflfd 

f»mr^M *iT*id ^rai^w i ^^^Ttr^wnnR i d-M? 

^IdiT^ d^JT ddrftdTflfd ddPUdf^TT WWd d^TS?TcgfdtnKlf^dd^- 
Tfl^OTWq ddT5Jd7ld%d dj^fdr^d qTdf^fdafvraiddTfddTdTd | 

47. 3 L5 f V^ fVdT^fll dldfJJT dTTfdidi^ 'srNfeT ddddTddi 

frri d?vr^I d^d f ^ n t|R iwMldddd dd 'ilfti dfidJRWSJd d dT I dTSj: 

5ri vtMid£di d d TfddTdgtddd^dd*gdapEirdTd 1 ^ ^ ind'sifdd^ sn^- 

?Tf$drifd SlddddfirdddKdffd dTSJd I d fddtd: 4i<§d WVSTd-sUfey- 
VTdTfd®dd: I d "d ^fSrfddTddTddd dd fsftdcti dldJd^ttdldi'Md dId|?T | 
f5r«rdTVfdTTVTd df? ftr«T: TO d^Td^KlaST d^ddddd I dd^ TOd> 
^T% dddtdd 0 dddT *fd 91<«W I ^Iddd fddnfdP^ | ^^Hddf ^grpd- 
jrgTcl^ Tf^dprfdddT^aid dfl\T ffldSPTlfd ddf%®(d ddT dajTdddt d^rtdf- 
dds' ^rattdKT gs^Wifdfira.ftp ai^j5g d?rg¥fld Bjjcmjffd- 
mwfddrr ddiSq Wdd i an%di<EfdfVddj 3 ^ d wt^ 
^R’TdlKdifq^WIdt d fdWt I ^tfdidi^r^d^qTddTfdd^Wdd: dlWRM 
fTdfdfd I 

48. WZ qfdfd^jj: I q-^jftf jg^ffidTddid? d drafts ddT- 

tdddd dflRf.WKn^ddrra dl*lff(Tdft5dT$Sr fddTdT^ Jl*dd I di ddTW fi? 
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[Oliap 1. 

^ cf^HT^lR: | W 


gn^J^ f^^TW^TRt 

wr^r^Er^T ■Qrfsr^sftr stp^R^rR i xjwrarfsraw 

w^jr+iraig i ^m[^<T-M(4i: i ^Tw^^RrcrciffR irerasm i *r w 
^^itTrof^wx iu^ywnui**) *R i cj^ift cn^q. ^sirc^rcT^^ifirt 
^T^r<5J«fWJ^lcI *R TC SH#R sn^faxg^fRlTcp-rclW- 

wjjisT sn^smw^ro'qr i sai'Rfiy<4i^y i fa y 

w^Rr i art g ^(^ig?tiT^^<^r?TTiT?3T^i w ^raicm^raw 

scusm 15T xr w^rRxR: *r R sna^Rnns aiHsW^uifu %raRg 
aigsrpuR ^T t *w i «r Tugctn^na^R *rRra i cni^iR ^^tow^k^^R" 

^qiJl^ T ^^miijdRcTT «tl=IJl*^d | <W ^ 

ifa^Hchcn ^rerr stusaK'w*^ aai 

(mfiujw i i^rfarawretstaRai rm- 

«jRctctj iifci«i*t)=nyfd»(J5<ii'^iR^«i' ; ticiT g^Ri^^ffl^ixnw^^Rsn^wn- 
^t^runtru^^rg ^sr^rarig yfa^wfa-^^i^^^ifafesrai 
tqfjRT^j^rrg i sj.Iai«nsitt^ > fvrri c ^'SM*iwwRjft^Tgi ^ 

49. srj spfw f«u.ig>^ciT sftarawrf^t i spjj- 

R^U^T^Tg RciT^^KT *T***[3?I Rr<ifrc«!^ ^ ^Kmwrcqwc^ll wffifft 
yr -yMR^^f ^q-pman - Rnrawnrrcw tr^^TwRifv- 

*raWPTrc*IUJ**R3I I ipm ^T%R 

<-H R -tcRlt^rsnaT^ ^T^-RTtig. WR?W I a ^ 

^f^rorrg ^ftargiR ^la^m-ri': i f? 3 ;t*i^w «w 

Hr? ¥W?Ifirat*W I *J*fT R jRfiT^SR fSTT^T «p>N3fa 35WTSIT «T ^TcJI Rrrj 
xrrjretj innfviyTJrRffTfi>gri g=§xi mRiR iRapjir ciar^iR 
*?rcg i R’g i ^R^ren ht^rR^tRto^ ^ancra miR i^xr i 

5f7f xcrfTn ^5fTR;: | fW^TJTRR ^ 3)Ttrr?;: ^RRt HwR 

^wcf: srnR ^sflj i ^mnfa xaRn^Fi^nm^ 

?ra^5Rr?x?:rl R*ra *R ^l^TCui^m: i grswwnwflTiTPsre 
yRnw ^ara**rmssi4»P£iiciT *r Pregi i smarTt - ^Rtjukmk^ 

I RgfarcmrtfR oil^ar ^T «RhiR I R^ I rt^tR- 

w ^f7^fPTO^ l4| «) 4l ¥ a i^T Ri^sfRK: ^m^lfliilftf «rro ?j?R- 

^raRrfa i 

50. HwfaR^rRw i <r?n R arremwr^a ?fm 

^Rai^raT’swR -f favxm*i i ii^aR^R agmiaic?- 








































i si f% xrfgxrffa m 




mn qsrreti^sft ^^raRrt' ’rc^w i ^fir 

^c^tpx ^isc?rqrafsfci c^xq^n i xrxsTc'I imI^i wfi^iwtw 3Rc^ra 

cpxpfaffcTcn 3 cT^f 
*T *W3<flf*T ^xJPXT^TOTWf^’- I *T 3 *W3 
^msan^: I qc[fq g^r Cl^fq *T | WlT^S^TftriT^TflTTi' 

cI^f?^raT^ | «raifq ^TE?iraT^ (SITJfflr^ qsRIT^T feg | Wl^rl^ 
xj^xswlifcfwjrsnfti <njw^Tf%^ram i 

tripx xr: »nf% j *r 3 win: 

jsa JT ciRcrr l to® ®r wnxNr ^nsRimr 3 

<KM~g)3 3 | 3RTO 3 qfcRPft^W'MXlM^r | cPRTre gTgtppimfW^ I 
tra t^Nlfe I fl^fxf sjfpfif^cjj 53^31^,3 cIW fxRTRITqxT 3 3PP?T I 
^fcT^rq- 3IcIT drt+|5Tfirarat^^H^^T cJXSRITRPrPr^ I <MkirVi3T cl'Mi^I- 
wpxisRtfpg cRqpsruTSral^r srRpt wraj ^xcnxjra spsrcrijxRfxx: m^x^- 
Vjj^jjrtj ' JR ? g3[fxRlX f^rf^rai XEPXp^RiqiS^^ftiT^ 

^fii^ffT TRRn^: | ^TcWExfrc^ <T^ *)4'"M - 4Pxd fSTST^ *1 3 ^RS *fR 
qm<^ ifq <R | ^cf: qfciW^T xj^ftf Xs)ptf*lfR 

qfqtrf^T^i^^nfVxs^R i ^sjst^ ft wnWhrap^Hn I ^Rt^w 

qvTRrx;: i xraft[cjffl3 ixnfti i ^ fxrafsfsrsfflfxr i 

^Vj ' Hjj qnsj: XTIJI^r fViTcP | f%3 I sf^RTWRI XTHTfaf^Rl^W 

3IIcT1 ^pq^i tpgfhMK*)WMHfTi^f xjgxjlfiT I cT^^fail^ JJiJi^«ct«c|«iI9t ! >a 
^?Bf: ^1x31 ^ ^ ^rasrnrccRt cragwuna smwx^nRHRRra^irtJt^xja- 
sgr^raqr RraxPr 1 '*im <^ri<^oq^m4«*i^i ^ ^wt3?xr^&*ran?r qxg trtr- 
X3~g T f4Xl TS« qxj T gxg qitglfM cj«uictl^lfxx^3 < u'i>i'ai4tr't^ 'QJg Xglcj_ 
ijfbn’spxrsRrflK^r 1 fret xx^sfir xTraf^R^wmlf m^f^q^Trqfl-RfxT 
^ ckx^H tc g^pq^i ^grfgrfr^Trgqg *Hr ^ ^TSfq f%f(q: ^tqj- 
x:x^?^f^^3n?tratx:xn^gngf¥tfx:3far gi : 5}XT | qcttji-q ^rraiT;35f^(^lqnTO- 
WTgg q^fqf^PCtRnfeiT ^ ^If^Rfcj Jl^R3T3 | f^pg 313^ q^refafo- 

f*hn sfcim<«ir«rf% xffcn«r%t^Ti j qu^' w^^rr- 

J[Rn3fa <j-T3lTf^fggypsp^xjjfifil ^ |^ | qxgx ^rxq^Wt- 

^W^RRi.? I ?f ^T(57RiX3^j torax firap^qjpRTcXR^txrrtlT^ll^^^ 
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[Chap. I. 


si ??nf^fcr qrr^mi frr^r^jilk i iTm^ws^'^rar 


fjrfcT I <T<UH(HT3 I c?^ f% $ i fesTSUCTfat MTJIT^t W 3H1T «f?T- 
^fcjiijT^i^i ■Rffrtn^TO_i nf^^rai^nT^TSOci^ 

Sfa §fflf*n@^T<t f^cTOI f*U'Tfci^ | 

^Orax »€fcrc?r f? trfopr: i 

^•Tll^3f«1«ltJTiy4|^(«riS^EFl% | fwijzffisp^' 3 »?^TWni5lHtniFi^W | 
wnjcr 5?i5j5n«j[q^yn ^rufwyrjmwi- 

faf^Tclo^ | ^5T t^kfq I ^f^J5W^Hr?TXt^ci^ 

^i^fq ^rrarf^R ^r^T.rf^'^CTK^t4 3fa*R^r cR^RTfa^r^TTO- 


3T ^affrfer g^rcftr fir^Tf%t%^f ci^t#t ^r ^rt- 
fcrr^w^g n wrarcr f^rf^wnpFR 1 ^^ji^iu^re- 

tffrfcW | 

51. girrarwiifiti3-S«rrf^ fpR'q«mfir srr: ^'sihk'W st g^?T 1 

arfjWTJrfirgyTwsf tf^rei^TCf^rrw- fwiJt^ra^jr cif^yT^T^fwyi- 
srar^W^l | fWTJI^T WHTH53T wf^fyfircra'pqTiT^: | 

<W« ftTcifV ^rfoT HTclf?: tJ ?T^t cTg5I^T*?nWW cRT: IT3T^ 

<jT35H<iT*??fafa ■gffnrr^iTwr crsr^fflfer 1 

52. tr^TipirfiTOFW 1 I irnr^fTfi^JJn 

5MBM3J T^TgiRw^rr^^sfti 

«T3. l 

^sr arr^f^g^ri?mi^faiftiTTRffi^trfesEraifcOiftra w*ri4- 
^ra5fiiW5ri3 fg^iRflT^Rrc^rarcw firaur: 1 9U'«if«w 

5 ^ f^t^RTTicqnrarsMi^r 1 "SRim ftfim *rfcr irfaffi^iw*- 

<irf^ir^i fwrn^Rjn u<a^rai5ftr sra^R 1 TrffrapwrfoT^im fts^sra- 
^TOTS^ftra: 5RFRT ^ | xntfiar 3 5TT?lf%TrFH-<*<.*!<Uf ^cSffilin 

fwirn^T ^ 1 ^rj^t ssrarararaferraftr ftrwr: *r WL 1 

JiTgfjT^'csraisiKrftr 1 *r 3 wffRsrfarfn? 

^WR: | g ^ fimTJtftiNTW *iT^T2Tf^^rf3 1 

53. | cfi^ - ftlS^3rtRT«?:^ : ftrs^rei 

fl^ft^lfcT ^TWqfjpaaiT rm fnciT^RF^ fwm^ra^ r 

cTOTcT tfffrawf*i^uirnrcw fqg^WTTOfi' jRi??f: gsp*?;^ *rf% ^ 

































cif^gTcT s;fer ftd^jwr^'Wfivjfa 

U^j- fifjqxiiT 1 ^ iJWfflfaTSW ^cMlctTR': | ^’SRJ ^fadi: 

ftwit^T^smffraT^RTSK! *r? jt fao*n i ^rcg fawirawna mi ?tai 
fwwir: i fe^fmiTJW^Ti fag^Nm fa^f^itisci^r *2^ nfei^T- 
^fijrfjftifl fM^^nTirai^fn^: fc^rrajwg ctfa^ifaciw qfa<w- 
f^f^iwrofarfa ifanrefarcisra *r i 

^rar^ci^nt^nf^iT q^wr ^rfar^nq «q<?}fa WRrg*raq<: ^ 

J[fa vlfti^t,I ^TWM<clt^rtlf^«UiM»| rMetgwiMJl«<i.') ^fa fa=)TVi^l|- 
♦Wl?! faetgtq crf%^TJXT : ■=tu"'tf T'^ftWIT 5 'Pi <W5 *J. | 

tfafagl ^RT<t fae^ra 
^rfer q^wr ^raraj q ^i^fwfl(<a<4if»i < 4fai*ir§qr 

fag: ^cqrqjw tr4^^ifn?w^T#r crajwqiqw qii ^ ?rq fa^T 
sfa ^r35^nm^T^THTWT^ fqg^rsnrjro q^r fwrqqrq qiqaisq- 
qqTJITSfa 5©TcT I 

54. spfRT *sw<afarirg qqqqT$qffliqTfa ^tfar«ssiq« i ^qqqq 

ffrargri^ tjjhrrfawrarafa ??^r ?ht qqq 

•I 3 Cl^ qqfacn | fafailT qtq *fa I 

f^T^raifaviwqiF^wqqqj qnrenq qq^fqqqir saw^du- 
^iraarf^R^ffr I 

55. q^- ^qqqnqqq i firaMUtfew fawwT *5<4i*)*j4iqfau- 

qnffmqqrwqTqt qqqjq’jrq qiq;®Tqqfafa fawiqrsqiq: i q ^ 
fasrqtq mm mrnifmw qqrfasrq qjqqsiqq faww *fa qre- 
fjqqiat^j spqaqqxr^tgTqqfenm^l qjsqqqqqqqKfa fawi^i w <a & ■ mi T -^~ 
<^T3 I gr^ Ic i rit | «U rcl^»«ilt*<K'f% 8 mg 8 li^RTfl’R?I3.1 ^%fif*1^T3TMi«iiWq- 

*rrgtrarrwt% i qqiquuqrqliq JiftqqsTqiqcqsrej 

PrfwfKramcnwq^ tqfq^qjq'S'rcrirlfrqT ^qgjqf%jn?g ^fe^uncfi- 
f^r 51^4 fww I fas^l® WPPT <3r=rsUM») qi faWT *1% qj?q^}- 


W 

56. iRWciwa^niRi^f gfamq i qqi^j ^ ?rqq Jife^rmcr 3cfq 
sjf^r ^xpITORTfa^^ 1 ! I 

m fa ftgf^^R’TR cr^P9tTCW^f ^T^T q<xf4ci 

qV wrrqM<4w qq qfa srrqlqqqfawiqiTq qf aqiiq Tqre4%q 

®Rrqp9 : 5T^fe^qgr(Tfl^ qnrs^qrcgq ^l^Tfa qsflfqq- 

m qq «fT3RR^J fawn i qqqro^q ci^rim ^?rct qrawrqrew 
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[Chap. L 


xfjfMWI^cqlcT | yTWTCJn %T^T *iajW ^TfsTcjy^ ?WHTJT^r 
^PWMrcfyscyrfr ^RyMfsFrr ^Hry^Rna^i jrfe^miciT- 

?rg -^cryy ^‘Jl IrU t ^HTytRMJI rt|T *jn5qir | HTCf^i- 

sglQtcM K*cWiFH3 ceftctl Kpl *1 f '4 I 

ffW, fw^T S: V*V- ftRT MTMIWT ?T%cT: | fts^TTW yfaT *T § 
^3T3IW II rffT MW ff ftnSMTgfWMTffaT fagfqcIT- 

rfawai *wwf?r i cRer fyjqirn w w^n rc- 

^cr^t irl?raf%vrrJT^% i sray y*T ci^ift y^rw 

^fJzfwtTc^T f%RTM WI! I 5T oRTWHRTf sw* 

aBT fc mr yfirsrrnfcr ^rafjfaw i ^iiftr fwasiM' ^Mwcrnypna l ylfcnr^i- 
crrsuftwfjy fy^ifw^yai ^WJrgifiTft i 

wtyi-uji^Mii^ f? i^wfyvran^T wjt ^ smrsj ^mt- 
JPTTBR ?TOT | W^Tft *c*r^ I MH- 

*ornr mwos? i 

I qil Vw^ Tfiwrere ^r sn^wr ^ 1 f^mr mtcr:: fsm^' 
wart: trcujTw M Kffr qwrft^f^T*nf^iy T.sftr ^raw^fi- 

^ i ^rk: i^Fcf trffitrfl^K: I 

M fy ^i Hi 'W K ? ^icwf ^srs’sra ^ ?r^ *r?*ri ^w- 

filfeW 1 cHJT ^ «ITC^: I MT(|®THfg'4HftU«U+i^T t|W | fWWJI ^iffl 

WTSfir ’e’SP* '5’^ II 

MT^TSftr 1 ^IRW Wf jfNMWRW ^ I TO* $MT<T UR ^T»T 
trc*?rc*m fy*iT n fy^y^iqKwrfr. sc^tsrjtcrw 

i 

cresicT' ^fM^Tirra *r;r? y*f ciwft wrt* 

irlfcT ^TMfjysrr srerTyir c*f%*PTT ^Tfro gfctf^rg i 
M 3T TO^CIR MMf^fcT I 

57. *<^[ ^Mn^fyyjirnrrTi^^TMT^Tfl^^ ’s.toi'PR f^viur 
iffr wm i 

*<tWS fWRWJ ^rfflJIrj ^TRW I MTfofTO- 

■fqyqg spy^TfpJR ^ SlTOMreffr y-y^frl 3T | 3T3J: I 

3K^RTWf?rcfo^rTy: 

sfi.^i yryaRM ^pp.^if^'i^fN f^i'-lY'JtTirlc^nrwT MW^T*^%^wrrnp^ I 
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ij fsjwir HfH RTHRTaraTHnRRRR'PW: | RTR HHT fTOTAT *T g 

{%wnTff ^rffrfa y,&ifHtTHTR I 

gyR rffr: | 9RRi<iTT)fH +)H«HrfRS!RTcT *Rl*i||fH R | IRPJK- 

*N n *v*n 

f^vrrJtTJr? hmw ciifir srcufNr R^OTirfciRiTf^HfH «r 

RTG^F 1 ^ I RH 1 HRRR; ^cHlR^fa^R rrh | RdRR 

tHRTRHTHRRRT H 3 ^RTRraRTRRRFlT I RtsRHniWl R fR HTRR 
WT ^Rfflfer fw«THTc[. RrnfH^WR^H^Rtf^RlfRHROTF%v I rh- 
RRT fRlTOTR^craT RWSRR RW^RIRTRi UHrfRRlRK d^HHRfRRTSI- 
RRHIirW HH RRT ffiRT^rgR HRTqTfRci HdTSfq cJWlfyI 
RRTfTCMMdTJIH RTHRFHsRR??J fRR?fl«Hc|T <R?itq«JJRIT HTRRiRStJTcIRrRT- 
^RJW g^Hflr WWffiiT JIRT | 


CHAPTER II. 


PART I. 

1 . RR fTOTIRiT^ragfi^qJW | HR HR! | 3>5jfcigR[ HTgR RJTR 
RTcTCi RJTO | HHKH q<JR fjRWHHtRTO f% 5 t) 3HT: || q<2R ftfRT: SFqfR 
ITrJJWRTm^TiiTa i RH3R fqg^y|ftfH fcHHfRWJIRTR: I 
HIgHHfHHTJTRliTSfHf%H: I R9RSR RTRTHn^WRHTR! «T g RWSrfafH 
f*TWR: I fwiRf^WTH | HTSRHlRwir ft@- 

I 

HRT RTf RRRRR: I fifSHRfRHTR: Wrsfl^JRJTfifif JRIHft | «T 
SctRIHHT RTR) ?I?PTWgi irfff t%RT II Am^fRUWifci HRT filHft ^)- 
Hfcf I R<5R% *1 RiTH trfff: ufhftfH II WtWTHSftr HRH Rp^ 

HHT HTgRlR RRRWR RTR JiTWi^WTt sfIcRHTHfir ftJgi)?|fHVirjlT HHj: 1 
HclRIURR RSf WTRTRH RH: RTRIWHRHRlfSiH R^flf Tmmt T,T@- 

RRfHHTJUf^in: rfcT WR | 

gSd^WiWTR ff ^ RfirtTRftf HRRR RSRR1T ^Tci^jqfqqrq^ ^ 
HiRRRffRTRR RRRT RRpjur fqgRH I 

. T^'' 1 fWW ^ ftfiT ^T fUHTH I «*« HT 

* RT ^ Rfnfe ,1 r^, t fq* T w fkmm RRH 

RfaaifR ffaft fqg.^^T 3Rt ^ cfRT R 
























qtefq^rlqSr 
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[Chap. II. Pt. I. 


I qpqr*q 1% wq^qx fq^fxq fqqft f#q xpJH'q qqrjnxn 
^WRqiqfqqTqqTq | fqqxq sfq fqsrqiux^ ifq <% | <( qqfq flciifq fqqft 


q^rnr ^dlKciSrTTmraTTlfq^T qqx tx$fq tTOTJiqiT^f: q^THTX^ q^X fwpr- 
qjScqffl^ Hqfq | 

^Tifq q^h^qx fqV!XJtqtT5T: fqqft fq^rTC^ij qxqft ^ 

firarrcwraiJi. I q^rr=f qiTq: I ^cX^ fqg: q^x fq>T%|q *wfflfcT | 
fqqp^ fWTJTflfiRX I w(% qnxg wfjiqfq -=q | fi re fi x qrfq 

fqcl^q<d<qq, sfq II 

g fqq£ qiuiKRJir xrfq qT37 ftfisiq: fqq$ qfqq qraRTO 
*fq qixwq^ i fqq=q qxfq s^qrxfqfq qxspf{<*i«u^- 

j qqi vq fwqqforgqw: i 
JT^UVt’^ ftxg: qqx ft# fqW5fcfq?pfiX f#M ’qxfq HTf- 
sffqfq | 



qwfttfq i fqqrcwxq ^qx^rx fqwir: '<n«f<faw: | jxxgfqq^i qqrfq 
srlqardq itwx qfq 11 qw ^^^xqififq qTcpqfq^qfq fqqft q)q~ 
OJTCX^jqqqfqfq q^^qx fqvim: I q^Tl? 3Tf§: I mw fqqft qjqq- 
fwrirx qif fqqtfqqqfq txfqftir -qfq | qxrqfsfq i qjxfqq: fifqqliq 

fqqqrqqrfixqqp i qjqqraxqqqxtt ■q q fqviTTT fqqx sr»jftfq n 
2. qq fqqqw qq: sfiiif f#q xixfq *qi#fq fqq)qT 
qq^f[fq sqfq rfq fqqxqRPJr aftwiqxwqi I tixst^I fqqq: 
fqqqcqwiqfq^qqrq | fq^qx qi<qpqf f^i qiqgiqxfsNfcl I *FZr 
qsTOsqqr qr vn #qfq n xrfq wjqx fqqxiqTqfqqiqTq I qq 
q^TK^T qqf^qpqfixqRiJmqqi^fqyxqTq i qqx ^qxfqqq^m^fw% 
f#ft qxqqqwi qrqsi# qqraxqnft^qx fqwrjraiqwwrq i fqfqsrw- 
^qtq^wiqflq fqgqqfqwqqpST sfq <jqflxq q i qm.q^ fqqft qfqq- 
SPifqwqqqrifxq. | qqqfuqq*;: qqq *qrfw«xq qxqqgqqxqftx: .fipjqqw 
qfqqq fqs^j^xqffl^x qfq i q^xa qf#qfq:qq^qftqtq: fqg: qpqiqxm 
qqfi qmsqqpq qfq q^sx qfqq&xq rfq qxqqqqq qqiftfq | 

qf^frqiqRraqpnqrqftqtrqTq i q f% qq qqqqqfqqqxsfwfqq: i 
q^^Tf^^q qxxqnrRWiqqqqq qlqqxqqiq.1 fqqfl^i fqqfaixqiq | fe- 
^Tqirq qq: qq^xitR^xqqqqqq fqs^ra qfq^xq ?fq qrqqqftq- 
UJ ^ 5SJ l I fqqqtqq&xqx qxafc qqsqqrqq: q f? Tixsfqqrl^q^ficrTqrqqr 
fqj^rtq.qiqq: | q**xqx ^W^aMq'fq fqq^qxqqq^q qxwqq^raqqr- 
qiwqiq I qq^ ftqtnrxxpxq^fq q ^tqxqxro *fq qixq^qfqqqqjqifq ^'-q- 

qxq ; I f «nr?^ qrqqfqtxq--1 






































MINISr^ 



ecs. 3, 4.] 


faw.ii i 




3. ytw i *ugfaVy *^ralfa ffaRmf^ifwrpsm i 

j r ^ ftr u^TTK^^WTORTTi^T^lTift g^rai from: i 

•csjftr ywrjrayyfawjr traMidwi yftraitnxry: i «r gin i § 

$tfZI*iTdrg 3 ^ 3W 3iyt%JclT : I sfrpg %fWiTff% yfaftiqi «T ftpqy || 

T$h y^Td. | ±w«i.c< yiRRJRcRy nfl-jiTd+itf^fwIci^ 

^**^j**t I ^ ftl : WOT 3C<sr& | yft; ■yRj fqsy^fywiT 
ct^ fwini^rrcra fwiftrai^ faftygcn | T*iftr 

giTrqr^^WyTd I TiTSWtr^^T^ ytSOpTfaXTy I fligyy fij k dm S : i 
f*t«.xi ycirfrfyjifyy^w i y '§^t*rtt^i 

fwritftfaTj fd«tJiTW=rrH fag: g^i 

ftw’ favNgfdyra *jyftr TiTgsifwfw jftcffiyyyiy fag^i^R 

sft ftxfffacr jftr f^Rreifft^ftwR^rfa fa^Rwy y>Rn i mg- 
ftyft fagft^Td rfa 3iRr^ffiiif?r i 

<RTy*ifigijtnwnK«i^| ^ftr^TTxnrrr: ftswsft g^j^Tfr,| 35^ fa- 
Wi'4uft<*^ ftfwidiMTRfir faraRimftyyjft g^Rrd i ftdfr 

nrfcnyif^s ftmT*nry%fa gi^ai ftwn^i i 

ftcrRirftyy >jyr ftcnmiTyrysiTftyT ftyig^^TR^i 

^flPBWTd g^^yifa cl^T faWTJT gf^rT | 3JT*?IT*ri s rRW^t?I* 

cWf cT^fiirg^t^^K cnTSRfa^W faRFfiftsiR: I 

4. yygi fayft: sfiyfa yfy^y fawuiftfaTrn i mfa<y- 

trtfe^Tfyfwyy^ g^ifa i g iNgyr ftftrawireftrsfttw 

wr® I y'wyTWRy^WFSfat faytsswg^iyTft- 

^^rfngtrnT^ faiftnifairawRra^y^Tq^ yg^ijpilwy: i 
li fx i Tyy ^yifg^yTyryT^THginyR^ i 

^^^fwtHRrryyyTtRy^’f<yTfyfw: fag: ^ny*Rnw=R;yiysj 
5r^iiDTy.i , <*mI*u ,, r ft ^yyx: fa^ty ftyft f%jy i s?ftyRfa 

^CRW fa^rat^Tsyrr snpnfti tRsv^prarfor 
w«xypg« yr gw «swmwyi ygg£raft?*f*ft ^ trgi^wwT 
^iRtiyy: i «npwt fa% *myi% fay^% *fa 

fefa g^RRfa^^ y ^rwraj 

sxrei yryifai*r iyfafa tKt?r: i gj^farfary^ g ^q^cmurig: i faya)®.® 
f^yajTfRTy xrfajjyT^rj^i gr ygy^ygfiyT y ^rw fay ft 

fgcRyreySJWji ft yng^^^yftjciryx xfar I 

































[Chap. II. Pfc.^c 


fWTJl^J qnqqqiiqfg sW | 

5. qq fl»ic(K*t +i^(?fiy»t*i qifqf* TTXf%rqqqqjq «(3sce(qd I ^»9- 
q^Nfll gqTO ^rilflwilT 5T ^JTcT | qsftfq g fqq*qq | qq fiR^TR I 

6. qq fqqxfqfg fqqqqfqqqxg ^xqq^xc|qrr fqsqqfqwiqrsfq 
gTgqHxqqq wiq: I q g qxsqqfqvuqTq qrgqwq raxqTqq i q}qgn:qi<g^T 
^Tfiy«tJiM<<^i‘iMMTi'?:^^jirxi^r.gvi' qxqgqx qqq fq^Kw^T fqfqrr 

?nxq q}qcircql m (m uj.«^g qjqqTqrfq siqqqqwtgqxq ^xg^wqx 
qxxqqsfg qtoqqriq ^rf i 

fn^«r;£?T i fqgg *ngiifq wro fqqqw 

fgvnjrarogfgg^iTJiTgqr qjxxwrq qwg. i sgqwg'<qqsqR^x»rxqq7igqT- 
^xqiqq: I 

qixw wfrg rfTOJTg^T(3^R^rTO.TOgqq^fTO3Tfg i g^ufq lusfa- 
urq: i ■Rig* ProR ^l«ifiy<sUcj*T^jifl ci45*i^i'q<wr*<Th qfq gfr? qqcpqgq 
fqg: ^T’g ggWTTOJTfg cl^TqqgT7ngHlfqg5(qTqt%: I 
qf^siqrcqqqqigg^wqraqfq q^xR i a qixgqgq xqrgTi^qfggq- 
qq gqwq: mr^qiXTOqix gw: i 

7. qgr q fq^Tsffggr^Tsiirt qw^x ww^tot gg^nfq'i atu q 

ir^l%fTOT | sfiTR ?nq^g^3Rci: q=fc)T qfipXTq^qfsrfq I qqw *TW- 
qq^X ^Tq^WlTOTfTOr tTC^TOW^ qfqfiTgqftqq: I 5HTqT$fq I 
fgi?qiWT: qjJ£T ^TcST qqT flRT I ^RTITW: qi TOH*Nt 

gprfefg: ii 

qgqfq i TOfsqg g jj^t^nfgro qqqqqg: I qqxgraqqtggqqq 
fgqq ggi II qqgq siTfnRiTOtr qq) wqfq *Fig: I fqs;Q!T*5S?nijg q ciq.xg 
TOXflt?f<T II qfqraJJT ?Rqfcr %q qRqqqgq | qqq W*: qq: *TqqX- 
fqqTOX fqg: || fqqq qxqqg qqxg ^qTOTTOX qq}qq: | qqqqrfq qTOR 
TOtifq Wb: II zfr&: <j<q q^qfg fqqxqqfq qT qq: I tTOfrm^ 
%T% ?TfgtTlTf|g: || qT s^ST TOXqfq: gXTWgq q fqqq q: | 
qx^raqffiq^ Rig q 5EX*qq?TO qgjqg II qT ^IWTflf'.f^fw sqST ^Xsq 
gqtqq: | qhfste: TOTqvnq^ fqqwiq^l qrafa: || 

SqTfqqqqfqxRTg gm<q ^qqqfqciqT qqqf «qqw: XTOTg: | 
gqxiqf^qiTflqqT g fqwJi: g<x^ sanrjgRfjsiqiTqqt | qq ¥nsg»>gqT 
qqjqx^q^qn^qT I qqfjqq^q qq* fqsqT || W^l qqr?|^q 

i^qwq «nqc% qq^^qjnrg i gqx q qxsqcrfq: i qwqxjfiq q^gf ftisqq- 
f%wrqq?x i qw w^f«-^fRX)fr ggq n$ jt$ h qfix i qq qrrsqniqjT- 























Secs. 8, 9.] 


fqHiJiT^qjqiTCqq?^ i 



qqqfwqq JTiJcr qsrqTR I i fiprir qr 

fqwTJiq q^mi qsq qqq i ^ ?rfcr qqq^q q^twCx: qqq fqqj xf% n 

qqrf<q ^triiqTfcfqqT sfq fq^rq qfq I cm 5I^q qq-nni 

fqCT'i^'rqifqvrwTq xrrjrftf ^q^rqqWrtfwrc: qfqqr^fgwtfVi: ur- 

qq yrfjift! i (iw v q^n^iq'tnf^wqq' qfrcrsqqxq mw- I 

8. qrrps Vlf^ftq qfq 5 q wi cfTOWTO qtqiqq I W, 
qf^S fqsqi^qi qrra qsq qq: | mqf*rqrf%*iqm?j7!rt q ^JKjm fqqx 
?fq || qTqqqqqJS^rrqpiTqiqqicqrq' q fqwqqiTqTqq. | 

9. fqcir q qfq #^qi q^iq fqsmfq qqifq fqq^^T qiqiqqi 
fqqj | ^5 qi ^Wljfq *fq qT ^JTifgrq Tfq I q^qro>3 q: qg VZ- 
SET qm 5fq quftqrcqqqpq: I 

q«jq qquwtqq | qifqqf qfq*5V|Tqq | qq qt ^qT- 
qq: ^romHiq: qn4p rfq fq^iq’qqTqT^T! | 

qr^jT^ ^r^qfq qq^q'gprrq 5q<& l fqWPiqiqWI3^ ■q qt qgjTfqfq 

q^qqqqqq qfq qqqx ’S^qfq qqnq^qi qr^[ qqt- 

?qi!rqwTq^^ fl«! ^nfqrqrgr. i 

' gqqfq^ qq qqf% | fqqq qr ^q qqiq fqwiqqfq f^q: | 5q$ 
qr mqrnq qqx qw qfqwqfqfq u qnqqqq i qqtfqqq fqqrt- 
fqHiqqqrtqqqqi^f qqT qi^q^q^fq ^qifqqvnq: fq^fq^qMlfq 
qqjq i Ttqtqxsfq I ^Iqqq qr fqvi^q qsmrqq^ qrqrqq qr q^qnai 
qr qfq^qq jgfqqwiqtq qq^ qgqqsqq. qqqi»qT K^}qTfqfq i qqpsw 
qTfe^qj? | qqqqi^ qqnwtqq qff^T wqq I qqifq ^qq ihqTfqqq.Tmq-- 

?pjT| q^Triqqrn^sRriTq%qii qtjfHTqqqsfq qq^- 

q^qq qqr qfq i 

qqqqj qrii^^icc^qqifq ^?qq'flreq^qt: I qt qrqqffi^T ?lTrq- 
qqjT i qfq qq^TmqttqmqTpnTOErwrqfq^qqRq wq^qqx^’ qtq^q 
^rpWl^Tfq qqqiqRiqrfrcqT^qqqq qqRfq ^^q.^qxq , 
qfqqqqqjmr^ q^r^x xqxqq , 

*™*™*™* PWT TOtqq^, ^q^RI^qq- 

I q q 

^ ^^qirlqq^xq^qT q}qfquqfqq.«qfqqt*nq 

^qrcqiWjpmx g fWq^qii^ixqsfq qfqfq | c.^qtmqsqr q* 

| if ^ ^^ 3 twnwroT’ 






















[Chap. II. Pt. X 




grsm i ^prorareranrct ^ «r fawrir {w faffwrr- 

im: i l srkf^wir g fw 

shf ir=j f^EReT | fsWFTCS fa^fcT II 

5fif t^twrciT I 51 fHc^^^fa^WTnrqffT- 

*r gtwraj '^i-uu^ wiwtm 

^rarg.^vriTTO^^Tf^T ^rr ^ fawM^URf^' ^ i 

«m | ^Tflp?ifTO?frRT ftsuff: 3T,cj: I *fcT iniptR'l cl^fq 
[^Ircratf ftT^T HcP «T fa^icT | ^*<?^32lT9n^I*K<vt 

fif^ Ticj^^fiq^rr5?fcr f%^[*(*ftfjifw«r i 

3nfy?n opfqrflji ?<n i(<«j ^m 13^1mg. i I witth fwr 

$qf traf^TcIT: I $ qHWfcT ft»NT^ ^W9T II fW 3 Tvm 5 
I iNl ^JTg^R^T P? PPiT 'HWtT.ffT |J^ 

«U<^ c T t R gcrftr 1 ^i*£Tfcfwrcisft? ftl^T s£*5lf^T «T 

wnr4:! ?r ^iftfaPcfa cnctrar^: «u««stei *r ^r 

w ^rrf^rpf i ? ^ (i< 

•^Wf^WJl^ Wphffi: I f¥n 1 3f)U*5 

*t«rr 3 t 3'Tte<H *1% II ^wiamxkj ^r? i *w ^**rt 

^t 4 ^jvraf^ffr *wrss[s ^^rafasEgif^fcJ i *)g : ^ 

^crt *prt wfaV i 

10 ft[c)T ip^JT ^EwHfr cI^T ^T)#,»?j: q^PEFHTOi 

T<nf^*rr? i *it% gf^Tg ^1*11^ ^ ^mv- wifwfii: 1 *f 

?rf ^f|Tjsr?rwt JT^T ^T 3 9^T?ff II ^THEft JTWT 3T ^t<*Jlfe«U 

ST ^fWj *3}^: | ciTOT t?<3prt W^- 

^mwnrRT^ f^ra**j% 1 ci^r ^ ^*swJirf^*nfir ft<rr g^FL fw»if?r 
cFoftr ^wnp?re <?rt^srai&riwg. n^xl 

«T '4^«4WJlTf^te*n$: I 

£T*tT Tran: Wt^ Tf L - tFtWWiTf^wfq I TOT I 

qtlOTP?^ JI%5WTTT W^FIT ftcf I iRtWTUlWi'tsi’lMl^ tf< «<^«i«U^* 
Wl ^RriTrl'iig^ 1 y rxi ft) «*rd | ^ t 

?T ^ irg^ii^enwciT g^Emifli^ twR^^rtw^iN 

^'4t<i, wiRwfirffT ^wtar^pnTl - 5jw: irait ^ j siauf< «t 5W ^ i 
sjn'^W Sfl^ifflfa I 3?i: ^ ^fg^aTST^: W<(W[ sra : 5^f ? L I ^^T- 

wmfwi *3n^r^q»n y ^rrfira ^^i^ : ^^Ts^rsi^^s^r: 1 
•^?twj; tfci Wraiff^cT rfa wwi \ ^ ^ ^ ! 

























misr^ 






l ^ »rr<|w gnwnft ijsft gqpq^ 'grq 

ggjgmgrggi’ 3n^ qrftw qrorro utwroHifg xj | gfgj- 

«5*T ^wrai'5fy%r %: ^f*iW TO I grofaHTSf! $qi: gTCSrlT 
wfiwt q^fq II qrcqq ’smfttJzq fwwJWTTOiR qtjgrfqg^ cr^i q#- 
qi+iaufiTgqfqqTgqrq gfg ^ fl iq au f gaffi fgfg q irra : i 

^TO=r ^T^iTnfgvtffrrstt ysrsjrwiqq^sri i g erg fgqg sroi fqqr 
'^T^l ^Wrfq WRT SfqSt ^T^rr qfq *Tf ^WTTOtranggiTjfi' 

*U<** fq^T giq^TOq I cT^r fTORl^q^Wflc^ | 

^rrflHifwwniliw ftivif^fq i g^is^s gr wrmgfg ?m- 

q<!=ra l<ygi g^TITifq ?WT3WTf3TriT g^(|fl!TIH5i<q(ci g^(g|g ggg SqTlcH£g 
If?: «T STTOcf gfq fTOjgqrfirgTflTqg: | 

^5 qq^gfgwgpggrq ggqg I ggjfij ggrfyg^- 

w4t ^tror% fremgign^rgt ^WTqgjTqgrrggrfq ^rsggj 

sn^TTO I q^qi+i=hVH|(«il+iq«^Tfq q^qg | grqqrgg gg g, aj l ^*ti^ qT f% 

% SKIT *fq II 

^a%iwiT«r sgqqf fggnraTTOT gfg 
«gg)fg ^ggrfgg qgqqifqqi grqqigsqT xj qg^jigg | gfg qg: fqrif*; 

q^T qq fggrira^-ggj ggj fqqgfqwnn fqgr g giggi gfg ggcg 1 
<t^ Trf^t^gg?g '3®rrgu^?g q^IJN ipqqTSfq *nniiTggTqg<gggixgfflgf- 
^urn^iTOgTqrTgrfl 1 q^T q 1 ^fiBigug^iwig fggnnq mv ^g; 1 *fg 
qTJftTO=re:«H*=u^isfq g*qg 1 g4qi^fggqiggt%Tqqrg: 1 


gq <ggfflgrgxcq«9Tsg: gggfggptgqgr g ggfg ggr<g grggr «jggrr- 
fggrgf g^ggig^r ggsfggfcr grg^qfgfg fgqrgmgTqgi | crgiggrarg! 
ggrfg ggggngirssisggr tf^tsir qitfif* sfg %qr?qgrqgrfqrqflf*g | 
ggifq ^rgifgg_ qraf qqrfgg«qg<q 
qigqT&q fn ireT^lfgfg qqqrrifqqiqTgg cggfsqfflfg ( 

o™ I iswft t^h sf<„fi, ^rfum 
®*™ ^ i ’WTwtffenft , r^, ^ 

'grct'W W faTJTmrlTTfff | 


o. r ftfitr qg^rr fggrg: g gg«j 1 flirnrgf^ 

5730 
























[Chap. II. Pt. I. 


%r$fq fawn %rsfa *we=r i tjjfi^cf+ww^ ^mfansrfar- 
9RicT i mfarsfa i swfaT wt faqft: ftqsjfawn i qafafarcfa i q£% 
faq^fa ^r-n^ *t%t fawn | qi^q^itsfa l fa«wr. gw 

tow i fa^T^fafer qrnsn gm sfa ^mrc: ^wfaifa 
y^(<Pra^r Tfcr farargn i 

JPJ TOR? fa?f?fs| tWJigw^T SJZ^T^fN TOW I 

wsrnaiirwlWm faro: TOxfa srewtrorg fasx ^rc 


sanfaqT fawfawftoqjHi^rtf TOifaw sfa ^ i i ?rercfa 
farowTift ^Tfasrsriqfa ^ faqfa 35.T^«*a?nfti qwwcTq%srr<q^ tot 
qfafa from: i ^rroii Tawfafa® frofer wffaRq-qqTX i 

i ■girnri^ wwfa wrpfK <rfafag| qfafarg 
cj^T^^faTO? 5 I TO*W *TRcqT^q< e fal'liTqr<n I qo^ffafafa rj^fM’sit^^^l' 
mfronrq i or^fa^T TflwqfaiTOa qraj&qM^TS^wifafiTO^T- 
qfciy*i5 1 -rfan((fa<iM<J! J^TcT | ^JfT^ fflcIT^JCrqi TOjq^M-y^JNMWlfa* 
qrfrorsiqq ^rqrfafag^faTqTicm i 

qTfarwjg qq^i^ifa*«^qTffaf q^rfai w ^^mrerarof^- 
??fq i ?m ^rfaqwn i Sjuran qq^rtr jrfawro i q^ 


q^ «T fffcf *TT<S5JTqT W<!^: || gjfcRrairsfq | W fafauraWT ^T ^R- 
^gir qsftsfa qr i fnqT£irfa*TTTrTjfq qq *rafa qror n fafauwwT *tts- 
«T^T5t ^TJnffnret ^anfcrarer 3T^Tf^r0r^rT jt ^ fafaqr toptc i JTqrqjprf 
JTXfr^qsqr q-JTT*rT5Tfl%rcf fafafal jfiwy: | ?T«TfcT WV i 

qTOqT qfa fa*T%X TOlfflfa ^TJragaiT 

wrrqsfiNnefa qrRrqqtrtJn ^?«T§<iN?tqTOTgqw ^rfasrq TOnS’ Jnq: 
mWfa &i?sm x.w qacfanri fatpft.sqTSTtT warm ^fcraq^^fTcr- 
^q^r^T^fqvrni qgTfqxqx q ;; ^Tqqfaqfafq^fa frouciqTq i qrwfaqfa- 

3*^3 ^q*fa faqqqjq I TOT: qqw qfa ssjvrarf^rfq^ijff ^ifcT sfa I 


qwra fqqflfqvrur: aiwe^rsfa qrwqqqq: i 

qT) fixciT^PdWTT ^fafatlifaiffi cifawsw I ^fafaiTq fa *lfa 

J V# 'J ^ s J 

W5iT*fi^ifxr q*qi»Hqfa crifa-^q th Mi trqsj iS9TflTTiy*fa Wifafa qrfar- 
q5qci%rq^T%T fas^ i *r wroH ^fafa%qT$fa I fifa 

?Tfi ^T^aTqrf^fq sqTq^THJcqTS TOTSW I 

5rNrq^T^T^=i f%qflfq*rnrsifcnTTqq5flfq 
f%fj@crn i ^^Trifq=ra^ftr ^pfrrfir^nf ^ *rq i 
q^r.X q^r yqq f^r^Tr-m^fq ^q(xfq i qq*r ^fq- 




































ec. 12.} 




c| Ictjjra H^frf I 

; 3cPr stcSfH . - 

affgcjcfr^KW Waf^Tf^T 53T<|^g^f4^i;5TOfef3S;R- 
' ^T^«RTi?reT?ri^m«wm sjwtji^ %t% ^ 35 % 

Taif^u w^Mw<*Hgfifwr f^?Ew*nj\%T^TOTm^: era <m ?rt% 
g^RRTR^ xjIrsf^TraT^r^w 1 fqf^^nqi: ^w^t- 

^rrcww sm frofe 1 

12 . fw gW ^T WrisORT Tmfjffran? 

’tr^j 1 ^rstt xrfciiracf f«R 5 i 3 T<fw fg?rf4 1 srwfcRfq 1 3 

frc)T ^rafflfcT 1 

1 *r ?r?rag^: 531 * 

^ *ITJIi=Hr*l»i! •jJi'^l<R| ^H^lCTlfTSJTciofiT?; 3C^' 3ra*I%4 3)1^3; | 

& wnrat 1 wi ^ g^T gunnraT ?r m? fwii 

ftraisrsjj Tnufflfer 1 

STt^cHN*!^ g^O HM Pie=ti rfer wgj «f gij: 

g^T ^shoRcjj tj^fr 

\' cTOT 'CfcwW^ fqcIT 

mtjit4 ji#jt?i 5 raNg *fcT ^ram r 

ct^g_ I cRI 5lf4 ffcmTO^^jir^^cIT^J Cl^ ef ia??r ^ frjciT 

g^ftaffc^ift ftg: gw^istWT ^WTxrfssreTOw 1 <rai wrai 
W^fS^TCfa: | 

ftrai^TlicTT I 

sfiTmw 1 wt g«rfirTir4siT3 firm 1 nTcnftr ftjrtfr 

im g^g«qisi*rrf^f?r n sftwi^rnpn 1 gw fcrww graf^"4$fq 
f*t%rcfifcrc?r ft^anraf^WT^T *r 3 gw fsrw cizrrcwfHfa 1 
^f^cmwTfq *5)i®f»rf^«Tjr 1 fmTrcuv 

n'9nf^?^w*ifw 3 ^ 

ftjgg^^T! ^Wrl3ttcTcIT ^R| f^I^4 53<q%3*jgT ^TtHR: | ^ 5 : 

^<a. Slltfigwlf^ | 51 xf gajg 53(^53|f% 5)|^igp, 

^cffleWra xj | i, 

* gW^^W^Tw: 3 w^rRI^T 

gi^i gw figmwT 

strw 5STWTcr.wrs 1 

cia I ^T'TWT I 5 *rF»f&» 
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qjir qqqras^n | w'*nr.r?if^ra<i^f3T^ i fq^qsqq- 
STTcT | q ^q qqq^ 3TO fq^TOq^q u'w?^ fgKiqq^fefq 
^Tcl^nT^Tq.1 qq: q%fq fqriqq qqqifqqqiq iRo^: ^Tfqqspl 
fM<l<V^qtJ^WTq-0%T q qqqlqrq qTcq^ | q^|T5i»rq^^«j qqtsnqq | qq- 
$fq fqe^^^cqiq I q ’q 3W<l*Mqfq<iq: fqqqgqq? qiq oTcq^qicT_ I 
qq WKWj t qgqf^rspw l^qifq>J qqfkfatgcqrg I ^qq 

qqq^iqiqrfqfqq^T q qqifqqqqq^qRq^q^qrqTqnq'q: i 

13. fxr g T . 3 re ^nTTqrq qiif^cifqqq q fuqifqqfqqqq i *fqi 
fqqT*%tqTrlT fqq^fT qsjqq qT I qq ^Tq ^^31 ^iT*? fqg: qW ^W^T- 
ftfq qreq^q qq fqqiqqqr: qrowqnfqqiqTq ^mbwTfjiqqq i 

ef^sT fwq: I *£ gnfqqhlfqqiT I fqq^JT q?!I- 

q^qqgqi*rc:qnqTfqqf% qqqqtfq qqiqlfq sqqiqi^isqqT qfqqq 
qfaq q^q I qqT ?&\ Tgqffllfq qq fog: qq*q q ^T*q ff 3l*qq sftn?- 
fqqqq i qqfoq q?<qrq i qqfo ^qsi gqqsqisq squirt q fqqfqqjq 
fqMKq^jffifq qqfq^qifo fqqiJrfasiqqfqq^ fogqF#|fq I 

qwfq: | fqqrn%iqT^J x?nq^ q^ TO I q-qqfojqfflT«?lTq 
fog: qq^f % f% || foqT fTC^giitT TJliiT q g qnfqqqqiiqq fqqq- 
fovrnni^qsiqin %<qq J[fq qqqqqqrc | 

srjflqqiwj qq qqi^Tqiqfqqi'q foqSqq?: qqgrqra q£r$qre 
qfafq i qqiq fonifo *zqqsq foesq s^ireq: sq^r *rqq sling q g 
SI^qfosqtsVq^T fqsq.sxq cisrsm qr?q snqjfoifq qqq« | qqT 
qqrn^S^- fog: qq*g qqr qqjqrgTfo | q g rqfoqiqfqy=tiqqffil foils: I 
qiqjiTfqfyqr fo*p[Tgqq q^fq£qTfo<qforaTq: I Siqqq *2afogq: sxft- 
qr$fo sfqqui^qq ^qtftqiwgf ^ grg qqq qiT*} I fosi qTqrcifqqqTq | 
qlqfq g fqqfr q^rnit qrgqqiT^ qraq^Igqqfqqrir qcSqTxrmfo fovrui: 
?qiq ^Tf#-,Hrfli*aig i q^Tqpforaqsiqfqqqqifqq q xnqqrqfqqqq q 
qra«fiT*ri?Tiq qqqq.q STqqqfogqTWFiq sqfflTq | qrrusqqqqj qrrfqq- 
qg.fofq^qj foqrJiTqiqiqqj sw? foqg: | foqT qq qqTq foqqq^q^T 
«r;t ^qgqTfii'q | tqT*% g foqT qq^i^qq ^wf^fq | ^q: 
fqqT qwrfqwiq: qqifq^pqi fq^rog qqx«% g gqq^^^qfqqx i qqi- 
qTOqq^qTqqxIT fiWTqiSTff fqfq^TqT fqqTOqiT^xq ftg^ ^TTiqq q 
fqfWq I ^iqf?qq^qt%W*nfq qT SlT^qTqqqnqixqt qqiq^THq- 
5aqTfqqWT7ltq?;rarqF,q I q g qq^ST fqqri;T 5 >qqiqTq^ fqgqqq 
| qi^fqxqTnqr^i?T qTqrqqrsqiq i ^rntwqtfqq^q qqr 





















’i. 


<ET qnTfjrfqWRSTP^ JTWt®T£: 

^rrsfff: w? fXtw fww xrem^* *n*R 3^ q;X sax? fq^rrir firKqigr- 
?sri tcrTTr^srtinfcr ^rsreqRq ^unt ci^^^raffi writ gqfapg 
qWRfWRT | ci^iTf^lT t^Hi^clTfjlfcI ftrf^TOT ^139^ 

trRnrgwimf^ fqiWRq^rfqfm fwflwrsfq | ^.nfwffflTr- 

Tn^*g tr% sr wrfa i ^ fqcnwirqrw ^®iqt *r$% cj^t i 

3Tf^J fXjRTq cfi^T fM^miWlfflfcT Xg I ?W »r g 

€^T ^Tf^flW^lfsRiTOiSRfnffr I sr #ipnq WlfflffT I 5ET 

*riNnjqrs 

3T ?Wtf5CTTpnjTJlfp^TW I 

cR*n^U'fl | | ctRT 1% I ^%fM(i^l31lt ftgTI^RJT- 

R^RTflf^ryxsjisi^frj; »3?rT ftrrnn%iirra^f t^rtw §cim% 

*R ftcTfK sfiqfcr f%HTUTvrt%T sfT I cif^Xr qTT 3[fcf 

ai;siH<j+HifV<&f3 i ? ?P | H'Hi-cj*.i«ugal qtTtCRFonrraqq^ q^sr 
^ | fci: | sr xf W^srtT- 

irbTOT^fqqqqRTqTflft ^TfwnTTflT^^i fqf^^TUcifiRT- 

fra I | ftfw^WT fqwifqffr g^Tf^qrr^T^firf^- 

qRj ci??nf^RT7l^T%IW^J!!R«H I ci^ svrX %gR*qraflT^T3srrFqql ^1%T- 
tH^njq sr qrsjcr ?fcr f*rq*jj safer ^ sTRreXi jj^siut fsrfjra?» 
ci^rr: qniTtr5j-6j«R^tnf^qraTfq sr^qrcfl i 

sr fteffritwr ft.exqErgw ®r wr«rrfvqyyyHi ^nw^isp 1 cRj %«r 

RR ^qgmf^ci ?f ifaWr wnf? qTfm^TVRWqnqsi i^g 

gfgqtjg-fg fqiiwrqqRWyWWTa I ctWTT ftrqf^^sfq saj^q^- 
3RT W?fimq«i qc)W% ft^fq | 

q-=nf^%sfq’ fqgfsrcqfsrfq ^X.I wot I q*RJ fr:^r?raqRi^iT*rj*nqsr- 
qqXr cigOT I 3^% <J ftlXL^Wqr 
q^sq *WW | ST Xf 

^Tf4%sfq tXjr^flTgXRfcT ^JR | fXmw?? riW 
%gtejiqsxi'Rraq®xw ! ST^ i sj "q cRXqT^frr^sjj'qxXFKqggwwTJt^q^ 
gf9i'S°rq»ir^ «rra^i wrersji^qirqrTqs;- 

i^i 'qTIxg t^TOn T3 qixrapq^ tfdjqwR*W%q sr 3 

fqg^anfqqg cmnjsq qqr*TTstTqrg 1 
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^5hj s ti^ g^ p itigr^q fgs^rgfarf fqgftfcT 
firensr teller i 

14. Ti ^^g c; ^ T ^w«i^T<w r^ wut ^vmx tw^ra-g *mf3i- 

trap3% i 3 ^x 0 ^uxii ^f*n ciajfl; i fteix^ 

^Tci^w fgxrritT xpg 3 ^cr xdxr ii ^rmfi^tTiPT xre *5: xmifi!*T 
rf% gpjf ^fitfir^T wt f'#f<r ^Tftfer w%r_ i 

15. srw f^TrfjRt finr wtw»renra : fwgxnf^fwxrrxf *t 

cIWfSfTf I ^T<|W XPSJ %%cT XR 9 l!ff: I 50 f^^T^T: 

^1^9110 ii I sop$T^rf*iT*n?j f^f^wr 

I f*T?n5T f*T: 5 =P« 00 H< 5 ufa ! I I t%f%- 

^flr t%vfiJif^^ir t%f%^EnTflfxr I 

’SJ^P^R I 

i f^r^n? ^rawwxis? <p% g «p I *r 
^rer^T^Trw!rf?f siR^T^^^irciT^TR't *03^ x? sfH 

irraf g^Rf ^ ^ifSfWxftxwxfl - . ^rerfluii^wiisj xr^rer sfer 

i ^ if^M i ^xnffifsjgxixsr^TwrS'f' 

<rqi qiT^Rrsfrf^T^ I I 

tranT^rx:^ i ^It trrfjra snycrg sraT^f^nf^rr %%*f *r 

gjifg^cT ^rriTsi »r i ^ctibt snfr ^rn?T*i^iW0TSfg <00 

?? ^rr®T 0 im^fiTciis^n'^ •R*w- 

?n^tfufhRiffl5i *3tr xisprew fMi^raTXTTawftei^ 1 0^fj ^ 

giffl 1 5 yfi)i^i?ryii^rcs*FWT F L 1 %nn^<-'< ■*i«»«* <! Ufe J iirw 
gtfift^Kra 1 ¥iw^T^ 5 ?j 5 r^F 0 *^ncwr>i 1 

16 . 1 ^rfr*iw f*ra S0 cisra fofsjwTfrixraj $&fci 

^*f TfioBr ^0 fqciTiFiw^ 11 ^ffleriai xift^ri ftng^niTfg 00^010 1 xra^i- 
gp 0 » 3 TOTt 5 ?)T 0 %r *f% 0 ^ II *W 0 00 XJXTT 3 Tf*T f^t^t% : ERcIT W 0 J 

53 T 0 fT 005 J 0 | afi 3 ffi*HTJr: | *? ^l^^TJf *W 0 JTSmfsPT 

■grf fq^ngiffifcT 1 0W0T 0^? spr f%*iW 0 055 snfN : 1 glw 5550- 
wt\ 1 tRcr^arfaif^RTjifsi^ffiws wn>f 0 l 

^*■0 %o[%Tsfg 1 3^3T*rt 1 »i^rr ^r- 

f^TJT: «IT?.r^Tf^f 0 II ^PWR I 

f 0 vrpiiT*iwftj #cTJitf?»iT 5 j=f ; ®T 1 =rawt ^^10 l 

fipq»l 9 rf*ift «ngrq 5 rt^: *rnr 1 ^^.wr« 
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gr^jag: i sgffaPi^iPngg fte%T xrnraxqgfer i ircrof vd shtrt gnsi 

l^T3!Tt gg: ssrfo %5T ^?CT XfhraTTiftf g^TfTRef HTJl 

^f%cj: i cj^rftr %gt ^fqs«wif^i^T g g g^Tflir 

vtf ^T «rfjl<afRara: | gcig^f arfgRIfiT *^T.T <^T T^igcHKI 

^ ggiggfat fgggcrsiT Tfcr xfhwr 

grfwHui fwg j^ci fa-dr^ Tgi ^ftj wteRTJiwR ggifc^g® 
f^prsq 3i^f% g g trhrcn^T gciTJT^ggRUTT! i *rcgg ftm ^igfxns 
*3isg ggRcuig fggeg fwiwr: ^^roHTfji^tT^t 

q^T: graftgSOTfjig ^fcT grgfggiTjg | 

^TCtf^f^RfVwjlTSfxigraf^^: I g ^TRJTH yI 

17. ?ra gcHR^RWKrfggT gg; fcrgTfggg m fxjfwwm fim- 
fmzz t^i fatiTjiwTST *<gr? Tig: i ire^gj fw gaurggrtf ggragig i 
g xTcgt^t^rgH^TH: grgflfggg ii ^r?wf^cjfiita]TO=^Tvrm^!r gTsggj 
ggr crflqfn'Tr^^cm%fi%t^crTm: grifsrggg shr gg jd% %gcrnT ^htr I 
gpfim sfg gggig. fliOw$g gi^st ggigtsfa fagm g iHN^fg 
Jigjg I 

ggr ^<*r«Tj^ftr i wTri 'fcjffq^T gtsgqi g^nf^wr i f^rai- 
an^ifggr srnf gg gggifigg; wm n w^\ «psi^ gw% ^gr 
ggig i crg^n% g gggj: wui gftxfitfggi sfg ii ’Scrng^rn^i f^ji- 
nfg g wwgf«r^rr g safrfgfaarg: i ffaw'fwgggig- 

^nsjg: | g^q%5?rr g^g^cffgfflgT&gg gg w grsgxnfgH «jrg tt 
gV^g *wgfg gf^wxpug fggi ggg i gf^ gg 

fgg^r fg^g% i * * ~ ^ & 

fggf*refT$g: l *rafg *«% y ^ ^nmi 

cj^nftf qxrrepr^r: g^Trot ftg^rggrggT trraTgng 

fi^ gtrfgg^g^ 1 ^ gargg g?jfg- 

irt^fergg^ gggiu gmg% g fgigTfggnwQfgx i gggj|g 
fxrgr^ 3 crf^Tg®=rf«tg ggwtsiflfg i Tifxnggn^ g gguitsfxr 
flftl3ng^T^rgTfR(grf<cgTfT5i1i§g^>i}: | 

18. ^r fct^^TR 5 ?!^; gT ^ispi f%vrrji: fqgif<fg f^gxRi- 

^rtpcR^ *fJ5 5ffrgg^gr Tn^Rirg?: it% ^ra^RTfs- 

n^afg. I gR iiaiRv g ig i 

^ff^rxipg ^ m ^Tfggr Rrs^fwii^im ^RiJn^igr^ 

i gi^gx^jjrrftf TiigglTffTg 
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wrsggfgww fggggg -ggi: frrti ftggfjifg srwt snftmg: fgw 
i ftfgmq^Jirftfg g ^iifggTJWpg- 

tnjgraf: i graOTifafiscRgg f% f^Kjfflwnrr *?Tg- 

gcqgfigf^IciTST fgHTJTRfggfP;: %gCPffT 

ci^rrufif ^gggTfflgcRgggrwg I 'sicnsr i gtggT: fcrgi: 

fgytgg i gg*fi% fgggu«ii g*wgf fggj§g *fh gjraggg ^nRrafVypi- 
gi|g ggjwTgfiiwg fqewsfcregg^ fwgf^gr^ggrfrfg fnffw- 
*l£Rf%fW I sfigfg fsRTJIT *T f^ ^ q Of I 

fipqrc*fFr *anfg3wfflWR%fa f«reTP^i^T«it flTcif*: sflgggr 
fgflPW ^TSOTTlT’TO^Tga trgggqT«T^fggrjpgg ^fagPRfafqswg 
^RPRflTRi^flRTCHT^ ^isfwa: fhciiiwaig^ggggrsig | 
wwg strIt sftsROT R[ fggnw^r TiTstraig^R ggpifer i 

g^Tf | WRTSRnffl^}T% ^«Rs I f^fWlTg^T^ ^T^Tir: 

g^TigR II 3Wfh''Cfg | g^5JTciT sng: ?WPIT I ^ReTW- 

ffwiRi fligHTifa Wct sfg it rr wiffraiRT *rrg wqmgTflfir gpr- 


fgjrg: y^MS^rr giRlfcT TUSMUiRfggTg fiTgsngwiR+rgfg gig ggrurt 
fg«ui: pfrfj g**n*/" (f-R^f^R fg*rpp gnRI TW5 gTrtpgg I gggpgggg- 
jgrRifxr Tnwsftgg q^raf g rem fwrJiT ^ i *m JrWraifiT 
fggpr tpk f g gf fr tfgaifg srpragrig | 

qfc u g g g niRWRfq^raT R^CT&grtrg: snirg fgggm i 
q* gi^rTfr^^qRrErnpiRiRrg tftagfmR^w gw gugggrwg- 
ff?ngi{ gg R ig x ggrefowffo^g grfa^Rrgpi* i gfcwH'Rip-R i 
gSgTflwrfa *u<£ggfg*TJW froqftwgmggi^Twg: i 

grggggww g fflgrmragr g ^Taifxmi^sf irt ^fw^tfipown i 

?rg »iTgrtiprS4 e i R*ii^i*j‘*J<[j|*<^r<ii«.«<cii gf«t «fpwf?;Tpw i gr*g ^g^ii 
rfa =3 ^f^n%SR^: ggTf^T^ggrgngfsrg; jTwpuf^fg siring i 
fggggg. fagp£S5®iBi«ffl l gprgg gtrgjgw- 

fjpguifl I 

g gjg fqgTi^^ffl^gTw guggj; Treygfggig^TgTj^s^rgTg 
g4g^fg i ggt g gw r^Rlggggirggrerggfq g 


twwgfftfg gr^prl g?gq^tRg^T: OT^rfHigrgRTfrgTgiryigt grgmr- 
jnrTfqrgTWg germing gfgi^JraTfggfqgiiRW^N-^^flgRTg, I 
cprirg g gw KgggggrgR^w^gg’flfRgiTg 1 R RRgttg ^f%gsgg- 
gtf^TfgtrtR* *rrggig g**rg g g«i?E»:4g *nftn t g^gt%«itiD 
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rash 

%L 

\\ 

I JITcift: ^l^fSfTfl^TcI^pg 

JTTJ^iii cm5T7tTW?ftT I 

«itOTif«<mf^5jT^T¥W)fq TOirre^i wsfaa ^xtfa aft- 
gartftfa xxxff^afaa^rratflftj ^ %g: | gwaxg ft^x^nft g 

3Zi#l?nf^fcr *?tpxtw xj w^irawnwafk: 

if^fi=fxg^iT%OTi5^TTi^^5i'5f t%HT3T gfaa^ I 

fcRR^TR sfa fsraTRarwnrf waft: ^fawnfii- 

<*fTSJfR cT^r^lW I ^$3x1^ WfqTO: ftWTJT rfcT TpfxiTCr- 

ftfWr I Wa4ftl<ATi<3i«stH?it ^WTa^WWia^ a'^ftraxw ’a % sxiax 
JTf^cn^Tf^Srt^STWr^T^ aWT a^UW^lRa^jt 
ftra*fa f^Hrjr: tranxT *fa awrsa i aw ^ ftraarj^rwrar awi cnCfa- 
^PFSITfy^iTtT^gT?TTi i»i^ 1 w*nqirtjct<i*r(f^^ix a^aftwXJttift n^prig- 
faa *fa iiTSWTrN^TO^ gw; wwxaifa a ftif^tx^ i 

^r^ftr 'yi*i'A^<iiffi^-q%T wxssxrypa wacaf^wxiwtxxrrjwflxrafaw 
l aw ft | sjfam^an* wrercarfa?xnftra= i rwfa awaaaxTfw 
awN af^fnswaawi aifawaaascrwTsaTJraaiaftifa srsjt awsxa??*? 
whit crsfawafV waft^axaai fwy^f^Hxiisfq' 

fa^i ?caraflfg%»r | 

19. ^?f«[g^fwrjx ftrai am ^qwwirawftrai: ^meto mw- 
WW cX^t^FlfwHX^fcT ^fl! %rafliaWrftW W^T Smi' *JTW?d: I 
firg^aj fwrsraf waicro wr aft mlaaaxmx aata i srsirg 
mfmiit arraft aaaxwwirjlw^ a wxftaxJiqrmr: i fisw araax aw 
xrifjraT *aft arfta ftafftw i 

Axsawa 3jaaJai-a < *iWT*iT^«M<!i*ii»HvW«ifir i ?»?\^am m®- 
a^Pa ^^xir^jrN^rrawra'qtra: I 

a=a i ^5siw ftrg ; *ra* statin: waiftaax: i ftarflipa warm 
wreg^9T ! wftftiaT ifa ^rea^axe^Srxjfi^aTpf a^ttpfarra ^f)a1rasax{% T 
wit qtffalW IT^EWTOKXT feft^xftafwWhfaaT 

I ftrar^ famir <5 $**£*mi asxja^T^rjcTl^- 

^awxniw vmw* 

I ^a^l?t%vrrJx ftxg: maawa. 
assxftftwjt qmw «KPmrqL-*n*rcratTOR^ 1 miqmvr mm 
^x^awwTsraxafiifa ( 

ftiaMtTfiaxa aftftam aawafwa uvat^xgaffl^Tat ft'i^ ; 3 



. 19.] 
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t%»T5mT'Hftr trat^THT%^RclTCf®^ fq<J^ f^TSTciTffiW 

yq^wqrfq igMswqifwqafaT 

fflt% srateRT I 

5f^5i ftjciTSR^r^ I ftg: q^fq wf^n^r^iTf^fh- 1 

■ginicifflTj: qc^qsfcl ^^Xffcl^TfjT^tWl^KJI^’qT WJIc[ | q^- 

^WTffe^T qc=?j: ^t4t: SWifilW XfcT yqyfq ^TcHC 

«?%Tj d^ifrM<?q<qtcqyq?FR 5nq1%*TTJraTVK?n 
f^TcIT^I fl ^<q7i I <^[Tl>HT5T: I 

fq^ftfcr qraf?: y«st i fqsqpfr% fwra q?*y: ^miqisn 

ygrficyfa^ifji^r iratw® *nmi^rfTOwf^$TOTf^ i «re «ra- 

^ tr=frari?q ^rq%qiTiT- 
?ir aM^4«i«n tn. w %gr fa^itisak^ i 

d^qfcn i flwnf 3 spRt cprai wi wRifk^t l ^ y^mT^^r 

flTcTT 3HPT | 

20. fvmfr. 3?r *tfk %sfq ^Tctt!t 5 ^Nr ci tj cr^rc *rg- 

f^yiyiyfsr^ qyfgpT fqwfNfflrqTf ^Fs^^r- I ^WtapT^j 

sfarnqr ^rs-fir: q^t#^: 1 wfvrft^fvra-Rr^i^T ^t^c tTct y?fi*m 11 
^Rrdi<q*rpi fqraiw ^WTJty^{^ra*^iT(?3^^iTf^fcr fqqf^F- 
rTW | ?TOTx| «E?r©r: | ^ fr=T cT^TS I *tw[*It 

q^qrpq qyTfqfv ll 

grfysFrcsr qrcs* 1 qrfSrcun^ fWy 

^rcnq^jar wi q*r- l ^rcsqqtTafo ?f^nr?:T q^faNp 11 

21 . ^'^WfMH^fTTTOTTWJg^: I *ffcT fq<?qij cJpqiS’9KM^tJ|- 

<?rrw q r*M«w 1 wfji^j^ f«T5rr?9rr?Tefr9P3 1 wffw 

#gn4i sanq-y: 1 ysp 1 srqqpipnu 1 Wc^t- 

W^3WIT qfcfcJT: ^*^WP II 




«^4i3ftwf5ir^N: Enyq? 


^r ts$T *r wrfff 1 <m *rfh q®**raqrraT qswfirat- 

«R-4q ^Pjfy ^ciwi: I fqqfWlfafcT ^ 1 ^- 

feRrmyai^- i yp£GT*iF3 qi^rf^TiTn^yw ^Nrk $4ifqfcf 

fqanq-iici^ q^m^qwjqsq^j^ | 

a^yipR ^ilKTqTfqq^t9T: ^fcq^SSiq»T?q<qTq i ^KTqRqwqsn- 




















MINlSr^ 



?rra qfacIT: ^jqfqfigq Wl- 

uj'^i^spa^i^M*! ^ng | 

^cftmJTfrlf^tTl^TW^T^TOf^fH ^TWi^J fq^ngSITg 
3nf^f% qiqTqPT 9 ^31¥^ I ciqi ^ cW^fcT qiqg ! q^ qs^iT- 

qfai 3RT q^^q^vnq^gwqsrrfjiq} ^t qq4i i ctot qxgrqr- 

«it^^t qi qqqi ^trwI' qiqrq^gqiqrqr^x: l qq ^ifq- 

qrfe*ndlqq?qixfq i cnq qqx i qfe qr^fq’pn^qgqqiT q^t q^r^N: gq; 
qf’qqrrqqrr i ^ fq^r^q qqqqrq tVyx fqvnsj c?^q>*nTJT^gsi n^rit *xnrt 
qq ^qrsqfliq; *r qfqif^tqra i qq qqq$r qr^firq qqx fwm 
-■bc^tHm t^raraw qg^raq^T wjust ■qgqwwfjiqi srq 

qwi qqtyifaw^q ^rtirn i q%^ q>qjrfq<q qtniiqqsi 
®<qr qxq^rt qi^qf qiqix^qr sxiEpq i qq ^flTqsnq^q 

5 ?ffn^sfq wfJTiTfat ^g3) 1 rfj fqctvrTJI ffffqjU.J MI fjlo T qqf VRfcT cTOt- 

q?*l I 5 q I \»j ifflqq qqt: qjfqqqiqix qqiT I qq fqsqq qxTOT fqnsq 
^rf^qw^Ngw fq^sq g<l < j +i^i qjfqqT=ti»3Tq q^x qq ^T'spfff- 
$*!■ E*farg i qqr g qT uroroft ^fqqxqrerc w qqx fqqqqqcpxq- 
srai Hf^r wN^Tq^wi^i^iNg^T fqvrqj+^V ^fqqxqRTq ^fqrgrwt- 
qqrspqq srar fqvqq ij^tqrqrg i qq fx^k qrfqqq*l ^x^wfiklk^T- 
qtT*qqq*q %5?w | 

fqqj^fq i *nqqs qqvxnnq+ u<wuit? ifqqqfaqxEx^ ^f%qq: qqwnxq 
qfrtqj qqi qwqwu qqiwl^gfqkjqwxJTWfjmT qqi qq « > n < fl q u< qtqxqfq I 
'qqiGT^ <£f?qq: qqwqTq^Tqwrq^Tfqqq sqjqq qqfq ^CTriatiEif qkjqf 
gfwktqrq qqfaw qqrfq qxrg qrrq'infqfq ^q^nTl’SRpqr^g- 

qiaKHqftffiqmq qqwiuTqqntT q ¥f3rm1 WTqqrfwur^ifq?qfqtxq: i 
qtreqr? qwfq: i *wiw qTqqqqqnggqxgTrg qqjqrx j-fq y 
qiTqTqqrmqmg^T wm w i tjqren’s qqmnrn qrx^ <qqcw- ^q- 
fnfq ii qqg ; qq^rraqpRiriq^qTfwqq?^ i qnwffi^n^qqtjiri^: | ^ qr^rx- 
sq^TflRfq fq^q qit% qqi q^^wvnfqqq ^sqqffifq ( 
qjqurqt fWBTfqfq^q^qnfq q\jlfqx®T^qfq sjfq^j 
^TOTCnHW^ ^^Tqt mmrt Wfll^f- 

’irsiq q g WTirgiqigiq i 

I fqqq^ qf^r ^w 

^ ^Tfw 

fqxaqm^iT^qT qq®inr?rftfq qqraq: | 



























rnisr#,. 
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i fqa^^t^fflfcT ^sfJwfV: i <m ussrra^*^- 

g'qiwtw? i r ^fnarfq Wre PrfV: i pvr^'R 

^Wfc? 3^^^iRWTcimcJ<JT I 5EfT??rTci^ sri- 
?tr Pr^JS^Pfor- xicTO^fct^lvRTOTfl i q<^arPmtJran% ^err^T- 
w^a •Errsfl^irw sri sf<r i g '^ifN f=p=n%rc*tTf3r fta- 



aj==T ^ sRpeR WiP?^ *RlpR 

cT'qTpT irf^lJIlfy =ttKTcpffeaPi%tf3I^ *WSTpRr- 

Mfjp? 1 wrfU^fl^n^itiT^%?IT | 


WpJRpTTflP?' ftl0^IT3IWlfn^ g WMciT- 



Tir^m | tj^nj gfc^t%fHlfiT ^TfcT cI^T «rw% f^BR^mRlf^fcT I 

| tr^g^rcR:: ^NtPrqfer J^xaflWHfrafjTOT- 
rts} Rgms'srPrrfP i n wfawfbii 

^HcTr i crar ^gwrji^Tswi^ffT i fr^R ^Tsurrifa' «i 

g cjreT»TO'f;^rfft?rRT l 

rf^reffw I gfaigp^Mw (^ i s^pjt t%w^^ctr*T 

J v si 

^ssjf 1 ^«rnj% i 

JT^fcr ?MT[W*L l ^RpTj «T WTT : pT^T ICprSR: 3fflTc}_ I 3P?3?T 
qa^n^T a^RtP-Pr n rtstrfS wrfflPr a prwfR^ 3i w *n r- 
%cr tuP^wtr spr ?^KWJi^is¥f^rrrra%%? T'fRpaPr ?)Pt Prr€i 
fls^TpT^^Iwfii^t^MK'Rrig^cErEr^P'* ^rwirro^rfjr^KTW^ fggf^rcr- 
finpr i 

frihnr i stwrtr i^^n?'^' t tiwy«^ : l fwr pRUsin 

»3TaT srrr) cj^rr i *t*€itsr: ra%i ! to to i rjto^r 

^fusiPr ^^srraRrertrrPrP* 11 *JTg*Pr rtjtI^w wfjT^fsRT?wr<T- 
























iec. 22 .] 




aafarfM'ifs- 

jjjT^pfr rfa i +-H c ]a% I 

22. ijnf^cIR tcTW^g WT ireppri]^ ftcH 

fi^R I RRg ain^fgcTrRR | gajfq ^flf^cifflW a'ciT- 

%jfciaRiRH q^T^TrcmTO^T H^ftlcIT | g,3^51TpR}T«Tqf? 1 a: 
^fe^T^ffcn^ftr ^RT^RfaaraRRfwtt i 

^isftr RRt fiRT^raw-rfwiJi. i 3im<au% g^ra wm r 
sf?r nereis i x:^Ri3f: fw^i^Tf^Trgm jzua i 
w i favrart ^favrai gr *?fwn stw i ^ 

si v 

^RigfRf^R 3[fcT II cI^TfWHiTiTt aWPRl 
fnfcr f^T rfr ag^psfa i fgjRrRpg 

^4nwi anaTFrlt: ff faWFfilfWW^ram f%WTJlWRaRS? ^np^lfWIliN 
a *jt ?rf?r arrsiT anaRwaaKRKRwarcT i Rgucfi- <j 

cRjr^jr ^i^?k: f«ufcT i an gargci wwr fwwRigft *m i 
fTOnren^mcira^iifT^ i ^ci^x^Rflfcm^Tnnft gRif^ra farajiia 
fwwmvnwfiRf 3imrcT$fij i narr ^ina^Tf^TawaKigang nr i 

TER RTflRmfff; | 

^reRTJrnfcrR #FnfgxrfcRf%fiR.i^figTft i wfcKRi^RaTea a^arr 

>J >J V» t\ 

3RW 1 ajcTa? ?JJ(i|«rKfl | nffRTf: IMTH: ^WHTO5 SfcT || 

^iQ'SJRrTftt mWnannafrffl^Tff ^RKjfRfe: a^nRH I ffW^ai- 
g%fcf tot faamr «rrf%f $4Tarftwg , «Rrfer i 

*jfj? gcafrownr *ij*i ya^fcr i cfRHT gaaaoWl fagg ^sjjmrfa- 
arfafa i aw u aware f^»awBiraafla*?iare%fn ftare ; tffws,*iga( 
am rt aT^aftsft aif^w ?re wafn w aia^a-nr ^mfaspi g^i- 
fafn ^facTO | 

gftWfRr^rcg i «M<+a ww afHrerercar^T r i gap. ^ 4 trr- 
•are error faai n fawwr a i^f^viftii aarrf^ aji^igaaR'ag^iRiR 
»a^w(WftjRirfiniK«i«^ 1 ^Tfafa%gT^5p^jnR 
aanarcsa 

mS^raPigfljwwi. i ftra ^npwqfc 
gjSRfaTTm^RwrfjRmitRTO fg^^j ama g R ^., 

*** i ^ax xMft mm :, mm 

^ ^ m i mstetvm mm *W* # 
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?uwT^ri ^ fturai^wr i srsrra uw 'ftfcr %c^f5TOTsrr^. wtw wN* 
i ^etc?rt ci<rRWTq^f^r? i 

cfiu*gjR <q5R wfjlai-sii qirrqffTTpftJ^ | sTOT ?ST3Xfasft*W?T *1^*1 
wfh fMNi^nTS^nTqraqqTqw i ^wrwtsRRtfq^S- 

U%*j«raWR.S£«4 c *i'sM «iR qira: I ^RT0tS5 ,ra T® r Pl fiep^fTO^R" 

23. 3p? ^ 5Tftf%WTjft *T 

w^srf^mw i fqvrrci tf^r sj^'ritjprtw® I ’swra^R’srcnit 

StfOTlt TO II j 

fwTJnwt% ci^w qsgftrag RTfrfror5ffl*qqsr 

| cITETf I ?W »IT^lJ»WT^I^Tpn?f\f^ I 

'23 a. wwr fwur: y^lfl^UMT^^ ®fil«u^icqptR: 

^raf^^®rfsrenrqwi 1 qRTqprr^qTWRsr qiR® fq^^nfwKi^ 1 
ggcTJn* I ftTcTT fcrfrTfr^q TOT trfqclWf: I ^RRPT ^ 
x-q ftpu^w 1 ?ra«i!rg qsrai trR%«r ^ 1 ^ «ft^iRf?r rts( 

^ ?RHJ ^f?T || TO ^ ^T^T : si^t'nl^dJfid+IMi | ftfclT fqrftfTf^' rf^R 
uf^T*^: I sncijq^' sracVfR ftrw^r gif«n^r 11 *rgw7%* qwr hr- 
%«r 1 *nj ^iRfff srofff sRgnj -^fcf 11 *r rj^if^frrcra. 

g c3Rl fq r^RTrRQWTIIHrftRT H«Hl» ^i***R mb-'W l«»'i'P**lt^T 3R*R f ‘ I 

^IqfRSqRT! qROJtrhSrr: tfiwr^lfy^nT^r fm^^iScqiWN ilRcTRJ- 
■gfiRTTOR snfW^: I ?RT ^R TO* T 5 * 1 ^ 

qftwrt'OTC^: R3R iTNkuI+ 1 I ^fh^fWSR^KqR 

y?f cfR ^rfftrt I (3 f*R cRTWflffT affaTcRnpRIW®. 

| SRRT tft^rnfq fqclTHWf WWWi | TOR 
q^f^Tjrrr ftffmTf r cR WRW®R ® ^tMMF'RR 1 

WZ ^Wll TOR ^RJTORlp: q^T RRR R cRTy^ti&Jl- 
R^^qqrfqswJiirfjif?! , 'fti»i ifl-^cew 'B=qqt wwuifsR^^^iqfcT 5 PRft 
X^anffcfcfRfTORriR *P$*TlJ’FWTOPfiOT flctRWmfq fWR 5 RR_. 
^Rnf?3rSTf?fcT I 

cTcqTJiq PnRTHi I **** fwwzrz- 

^srernqi^ fqSSlfqSWRfcfa *^13^1®!^^ ^T*?TWRIf?WTJI^R *T RT- 
f^anam^J^i 

^i q fr q a^ mfy^nfq ?Rfq 1 ® t% ^r- 

crfm *rfh ^T95rf®n*t I 






















MiNisr^ 






■=rpzmr*iTfr | jfl^Ktqr <<.iqq<w*i , iqiqr xERqiq fq4^<i«u<jM«fuft<q 
^^rfrijrr q Tt<«m if<q ]Tqwq3;33 qqq ti^nwR | 

24. ^tqfqwjrssTtqfqwrir qx q^nfeifxqqqxqqx ^xqqRix qx m*€- 
jiwRraTsrere^^j fqwxr: qqsl: i qro ^xsxnKrafqwxjft qraxqqqrr: 
t%xq^qrRXqqRWfqfq qftnjwqtrrqj qnqqRWxfqfq qqqxq TSTOJlWg 
1 iirfjqj'lW I 

srhw qq fqwjxtpmurii qu?^: i fsmxp; 

^RTniqt fwmw^. I fqfq^qx qq^qx qx 3ftq%r: fqqxfq*raiq q^xxgq- 
Xffiqf WT^WlctraT f^HTJIHr^ I fw^RX qfq fqWJX: fqqXWRXqR^q 
SfcJ fqWXWXWqfq | fq^X^ *f qq qqrqqr gyjff *qrq: I «q«'<4|| ^fV 
qfq TUSHRiffifq fqsxq: | qxqjnxqxfafcT fqjxqjiiiqxxqxiixqt 5jTcR§ fqajT^- 
qXqqreRq ^TH% ^f^qwq JTXqJXrJX qfsfoq | qjqqq qn^-q 3f|qfqWXR 
sfq fqwR%s*rq®xqq: xqsfrafqqvnqiq i q ^q5qtfq^wrfjicq?iq%qxx i 
qqqqrfwi^ *w i fqwxrsrxaqj fq^q xi^xgqfflfq i fqqx- 


L w^qjq^RiT itn l qqqxqur ^T(gftq: ^mrqr ^ s q ^wuiwr- 
WTJTJTra ?f 5f qiM: I jfttr^TSfq I fq«W^T- ftRRqfq I 

sriqfq 3 fqqft xxxqtr q^qjx^sfwqxJiwxqf tWfiffw*RR^r- 
xqftoi ^vmnqra^i ^wxjxsxjwxjwxq qx qxrsr. i qqx -q fqao: i fqgfqw^rr 
fTOlJUq^TrqaiTq fqwn^^ftfq I cl^ qRSqrr qfqvxnT fqqq 
fRrftqi^q.i xri§q qqxfw^jq i qmqqqqxqxRfflqxfqqxJiwiqqqx^ i 
qq qqqn i qqfa: q4q: fqq^igwJt fqtxiR jfq i cuquqqqq 
fqqq: I q^^TX fqHXJXXrqsRqXtt: qifffq^qqfqwq: fq^rfqWJr^t’jfi' q 
qxxixt i fqvrapqq qjqfqvraRq *qrqwxq,sqta rmj: i 

fiwnftTU:^ qfxqqf^q qqfq fq*I!nq#q I qq: *Tf fqwffiq fxr^T 
q^qRfqqHI fq^raRW qax«mqt?rrqr=t q°=i3TXi qqx q% ^ 
qjqTqTJRfiqq q | q^qqTfl^^T^ *jqrr qtqtqqfqqxfafcT <rf^rfq^ra> 
wxq i qx qq fqqi *rs fqvtsrr q Rq^x qr qxtxqqn | qjq^qfpp ^ 
fjq^HMiqqixa q n qre %3q%r: qqsj: ?;qrrfqqTqqx^i^q I 

% !J from. Rrat *hrar Ww to *j to ftwnrt , 
OTOTSJtTOTR wn I wrtto „ % ^ „* W 5 i %=, fan 

f^5fWt ^ ftHraB»%OT W *9r fe- 

T,^’ n ' f " raHW, " TOraftjfm ' ara ~^^W«»W*- 

fin 5 ‘triia 5fT '^ ,J '' 5,< "^ 1 5 ^ WI[ ' ^T^T5^rat5nXf«fn^ I WT^xiex- 

w afimrt sftfirt frf^ftra^, 'w- «••"- 


































MIN/Sr^ 



i a??7 ^trraRqgq cji^cqrg i q g 

i cirjrr^t^ fqsnfetrfa^rw 

fWnftTfTTSraRi’ fsrWTJT: iJ^fR-TWWfT: ^JTf^W: | I STfcT- 

t%%g warms s^arrawagiw^ sfraRJif srafesfiRs ifsfsnj w- 
wirej; fafgfs*f%vjp fswwsi: ^wareroaira acfs i qrsra^s fww- 
ftfEJ fpiTSTTS 5rfcT q°SliN *Tf c^pSWf^l^ 5l^x ‘rf^S' | 

wrasnw i s wrra § CTHTfasssif^Hiian' i twvtur^x^^- 

^raT sr^gjTitft fqwafw^ssTsw^ s?sr? i 

ftfWfsj^rg 3TH^Tfxf fWTJIR^ ^sfTcTO *mWRlS fHRRifasrW 

25. setctr'W want fsmiTsraTCTTT ^rraflw: I xnjf^fu^- 
WJTTt WSWf sU^HlnH^T: I ^SUf^^WUlT f^THS ijSifflfjlS *f% || 
feret sntrpjqssw i stsrr i sT^n^ftsfs^FWFST ^t 

sfer it ^Rit^ci srr^wrwJiiTfw: i f^r ^rr 

mt4t ^fcT *r=nffFflT^re werr fsrer i 

fp-fl i ^JBRrRff^HT^ifwRT^riir ^STfwRRr ^W?nfq i 
^Tr t* wf<T ^T JS*f5WT *fg taOTi^^T^stsraSTOTfwST^ 
f^^mrfjifmi^rrcrR i 

cHETT ^ WT^EFOrr^ ST^RSlfTS ^TrcfR R^T SWR *T<^- 

^T*TFRT!T | ^ifj^cpsjJir^I^^T^TfiltafV^i^^R^ 3T.^ SSra: q7H qJF 

rmi-. i arrcfFit sw- 

srwr ^wi^sparresaira: arsra: i sgf<s^w?rr: ?a: i acs^pfpwsfs 
st^jtcr siT^^raTgfqm ^^frepgg^gTTWJnm i %ss wfasTSTgcq- 
srFjfNH i ?ras s^phistst ^t ^r i ^rsTgwsn' q^ipfffafcT i 
-3W3I *fcf ^rsNVfitRr wsm i jpeft ^ ^raw wtcit tj^r^n- 

^wMt*r IT *TCpg 1 fVgSSSTfcs 5JRT S^TSfW TT Sl*pfF 

arts l ^«rraw3ffiw4i»Ti^Rr^Rrf ^Tcftstrswar: n^m n? I 

qsjfif ^rqf^q% f^3n%w4r$q:' q^T'a%qr?*g WWT ^Tat 
ftfss qq-1 cnm ri wfqmi i ffawifai forc ^rsT^^T I 

gpTW SF.TEfrg WrlRTfs I ^T%ff qSWWa®Jf|iraa3] ^ I 

^arnrsiT ci^q<qcrqi wart: ii frnniaqf ^TfliwsrfjiciTqstqTrqT 
i^RfiTO g >.i^fi^f^^TqaRiT^g^cqf^:^^ | aj^t 9^- 
j,rtw sjr^an'i -y iafwrflj^i apif>-im rfrt n 


























. 25.] 




I fV3fT#Tt ^^TTiq^n?: | q<F3W ^ ^T^FTxT 

^nc gj ra % ^ifflfcT ii q*t 
yfcimfcT l 

cT^nfer rpqwqfqqR%nqffiqq7qq trfkunlcrraT ^T^Tfi^W s 'T f r R T 
f%«TJrr^mRnrqg%^ i ^irgT%i fqqrqi w- qroiqfcr snfciqrwffl? I 
^^irffrar^r^wq qjq^qfqq i q}?rqq wiqr i qrrfra^ ■R^TfiqifftJTi: 

q>*reit$TO sfq i qfTffcT jcsjto ffc? ^ qqcri ^qmqfonqwq iqqfa- 
'JHTRI ^ifafacTpqwfq i wrm: qrran srsncfar: *rqVr 
qq; qsqqqmrsqqiqq^fret sn^prpgrqqSiqr i qsw ^qn 

^raffT 1 ^r^q^il^H^Ti^T^^RJrlT ^fqciT I 
qqj ’qigqjnq^qfqwiit qqjrcqqiqr^ 1 
^fqqjgq: | q^%S* 3 Tqirqit 9 Wqr ^rfjqr ^q I *F=i qi ftqBJSTTcFg 
^nn ufrqrazj ?m 1 tnq fq*mr goffer fqfvqrqq wffqg. 1 Tfg^rs’qn^ 
^tfqqqqtfqciq =grfqqnjq: | qsqiq^rt H^jgTJRir JJSSTI^T ^tfqfq II 
qq't'Ti'i.qqu^T qntfq^qTqt 1 q^wqqflfliqqjafqqTfqqqfqqqqqT qjq- 
Qjxqqtqu 1 qjqq;g qr^nrqrqraqqqqqqq qfq Jnnqpg qqT 

wiqiwlqq^fTTiwrq qrqprfq ^fqqqi ^ qjqrai^fqqqq^q wfq^t- 
q^rJTtiiHifiraT^ qwfq; 1 fqsna ^fqqrqrgr siqq^^t TOif^: 1 

fqira WISTTcreroq^r II flUT qmqq: I ^q^iq^iq^TTW^- 
^i^TPff^iqqii^irqiq =§tq 1 apqrq ff ^qw(qm wqgjfq 11 

JrwqTq^aiqqqftflwOT'^RfltqiqrSTW,: qs?ra- 
^qiyq^auiqfqtl^T Ijgiy ^wrfgTfiT qq^JT q^^q^qnft I 
fqqj^f^q^rfihrf^qqTqi q^^qfq^qKT^^srratqiwqTfyqit^rqT- 
fq^iq | 

qqr g y&\ ’q^qi: q^rt qi^rni^i 1 qqr *r q^qs^hfirtt qTJrqq 
^ffqj^rqt qqwrq ^fqsiqrqiqRTqmTq ^tw^: i qqrs ^pq: 1 fqqrq 
qqqq *3 fqw ^ sqfcwrt 1 qt ^fqqi= wt qi ^nrqTm'qqT 1 
snqrsir^TqT ajim fqqrq^ ^ qqraTfft qq^qra: 1 
^fVjqJjrarw ^qqqq: ^ 

fkMmm*mnw\y \ ^r q tap, ftsmffot ^WsS**Tflra- 
W® qi | f^nfcrq%^ | 

qq%q W fqw.qirqsnqTctJ <nj^ *fq | 

1 ^qrfq wg *rc* 

***** q Wnm* - 
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sr^rfcr wjt'rft 5:^TOTn^fgw crwiftr 
f%BRT ^f^Tf^^cJT^rr^ HTJltlfciq^Tc^ | cl^TT ^ 5gwf%: I *T ufclTTf- 
*£$m ^f^rrf^ciTg 11 w*rai facrr I! ^ ^ _ 

?i%rxTT^TJrr^rs)Tf^siTHraw^^ WFifir vfijx: -^5n^4 xfcr ^fercwi 

^ci^cr ^iffwt^f^r 3js^^r i 3g^ir f%3nf*if% 

irr^r *r ^Tr^nrn^fcr i mrrawifafiT ^feicr rf?r i 

m i wr^srgf^gf^rt ^ ftsfgprFR i ftrai ^nrr- 

V»f XJjcrfflfh TTcPT^'ffl | ci (ct|(2gtf%<Tl «.rV 

WIWT: I f%3?wrqftwlcl3^TO^f^a[ffiffT g | 

^| r<m >j^ TT j ^WNlfel ^ ^^RWTT^Wi^T^lrill^ ^)^IT I 


PART II. 

1- «j < s?w^ < 9NM^i«ii f^*rr3i«*i«n3Mi c?«^<s:h f^i^uicr i fr^ ^rcisi- 

**jgts | w«rafarei 0 ff*‘ trf^ri<T i 'em! ’^N^mra 

^T I 37% Sr*^3 ^irtrat JUs^+cJ XJ?T: ^jXTi | : ^*3^1 511%! fITcITflf *J^T 

FTcf: | ^IWcIPJt ^PIT WI 5ncT. ifpWl: ^ I ^IPJfTciT facR W 3 & 
^r^f: <^cT : I ^tcng cTPXTf ftsRicf: TpTc^^T ficT: I ^tI'RTT 3 

5jf!T<^T JTW f%3 : ^r%rS5r: I 3711% %IS°rf% : 3I*l%<l, ’S% ! II 

2. *prnx wf^fT%TOT *J**l@ft 35??T 5Rcf: %K^: TO *f% fflfJT- 
=gxr | %T 3 S«I*i. I ^•Psl ( w<j| iJrr^^sifii fy hi i < 1 »TT*TT^rar i fr- 

ViT^rf^f% I 5 T f% % ^JFT^T^fU^T | W % 

51 Wf^Hnr'WTW^ klcyiJHl^K^U^i- %S tf<^^T^5T?*nre^rW I 

?ren^raiftraTsr ttwriw^ srprarara 

M'cjam i 

^crcrcf *rsr: i ^wsiref *rag?qr?%w ** i %k?t^ f^rr- 

^ rrt p i wgpnjfSiww ii qf%c«t 5 ftr I *P?fr«r f^T. 

*P^mPTW ST^fl *f% I! f%Wrcft I 
^TPJTfaitf^: ^'WTFT: SpSW sfoT || TBR^Iftr ^' , T?JT- 

fflfa suF^rr^i^w^T^m iMwwwin l %«r*n i ^ufainf 

^q^i fVftr fw w -1 Ittt^t w^- * w*r= fc'w s n i 

*rwwf 'iiT^ifVf^frr w n^?f! ^TOgt v^rf^w^W ^T^rirRifci^ro^T- 
F^fF.iarfir^T: « Vitn-gn: i ^'Twrai ®‘ Hr * 
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5 %. 

qjTryrr g 


| ztfvicg^lTf^f^T I l^Kfq*u«% 

q^qXSTTffT ^ I ^TT ftfcI^T ?W j|iJTni | 

q-^ETrgxfJTr q^TT cqf*Ff ^TI^% I ^TRXT q^ *fq qftlfT: fqgWJSRr- 
TT^TcT | tTsll*I^T«I% ■ 7 R?!TW H X f fi‘llf?X ■^TpSTcT 3 [ffT II 

^TtR 3 *^^ITOT?Wt^^T! U 4 ^«llcq\llfWT^^r | qjcniqTOq- 

fq^WTOR ^Tfr^T | qqiWJqq-^ 
^iifm^iffifci sosppfc w- qia^sq^fi q q4: qfqsWn qnrqrnfq 
3T «T HWcftsm ^fcT 5}TJ?T[cr^ | HTfen%^Wifl I 

f%W fqqjx ytfiq 3 g^T | 

*T g 3 TWREJ sIT^Jift qTqsq % 5 T | qjsq'STT WT^l- 

iirTf^qfTRfftfrgf^^Tf^g^TJnr ^TOro^f^: q ^xxfqfex i 

3. qfqqTTqT: ^cT: qfqqrX^q: *X q<3?JX: I W=f %qX Wtm: I 
^ts 3 rt tr^TRnffl gHj^sgm^TijciTfl | qqqx % qqqq to ^ % to 
«qfqf<T II sm^fq I qnrwfa fqtWr ^cft gisffq qf^qfTO | qqqTsj qqq- 
ssrrsfpsTJT ^jth sggTqRRT | qFto g fqqTqq to 'qij^r qfroq i 
*sR3[??j w* q^nqfq: i *x qsx mxxq qn?xqTq q%xqsx i 

qr$ ^Tcgp'sr qfaTfw ^afg?rfcm n wi qfroqa q^Firpra: qfwqqx 
flicTUTf^fFi. i ^qfR^ifqqg^iqwfq *wqq}fq fq^w- 

Riqq 'qxqftqTfqciifq qfqqq «qq|qrrqTTf*T- 
qrgoqt fq^fqcTJT I qjcRq iftTO^fq 1 f^nx^qfqqiTJTqqqfi’ Trq^nq- 
qjfqfcf ^jqrg | ^STfsRTTqTcqfq%i%qifHfq || SJUqRTJnrfq I qjqq™ 
g qi qx^x sxqqrx qqq<qrcxx i qT5fxfsiqiqjq»q^ ■snv grqfqg i 

qpwfiqqi ^qqrq'ST fro qqxq qx i *zq fqqfq qT qrrr fir fq^qT g 
qfqqii i fqarrqwsqfWTJt to qxqsxt ijqfq ii fig: i sxxg; spq*ra: fqct 
fkqTT?qfqq>Tgq: i fqqtqqx fqg «FTjgr^qqfqqx fqg : Tqgfqfq || 

qrqqT qfqqrt ■qrat xprei qfqqqrjq qfq qfq^q ^’q^xx^^rqrq: i 
q^rr^tR%T sqq^sfq q^nqTcqq^TJTtqfflfq qqRJ fq^qqqrqTFI^qTqT^tx^q- 
qqrqt ltWmbc*RWWWir f^T^RT I TOf qfjr^i | qf^_ 

•v V* M 

qPTfcTI 

4. UTl^aFl^ | m$W qR^ fq^TJTtfCITfqq: 

fcopqt fq-W^T ^ W jfq qi^q^fr^fq | ^ qlf^T 

« I irnifq 

fscwj ssrenfq^q mqwwwqrq^^n^ qjr^^q , 

«qtfq I felT^q^ra ^ wtfipr^ ?.4t 
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gt*fl *fr**«t g I! qgT ^x% fqraTg M JM |^ lgT^*?}WiFf I giqig 
#|g ftinfc grfgr =^g^fgr ggw 8M «nf% i ?rq *^t *n£ft 

gfaggfN 8H cf^r gqigrgg nfg jfrggrgirga 
gfiqg gfe gfg gigfg gg^wfirq't Wr l <mT ui^jraw- 

ga%,jsrqT<qgrnq'Si aPafg gfggr q£iw 8ig$q?:: grgtsuugqfci qc^cggjr- 
<i tfg <pg ^^spri fsftsggg ui^srnqureraT i 

gig *ii'Si'( < s'W«T fqq ui*|ctuf^cr giqgrggfqq^tiici ^gv^Hft) <!i (X*=lr^T- 
f^TT^pjt ^cJT^Tprf^pJrT: ^TrUT^fflcT^T jpg gig 

wgfcT I cpeit g mp I ^^T^g^sn%T gg?;: qqgpgqr | trfggit gr wfNft 
gr g<n»q!f\ gsaifggrg i gprg fgfgqr ^ng: #q%$*g ggr^g: n 

ggr <ggfwgiTg *$i<g<*i g?r8g ^grrfgqr gtsi^g ggi =8fgnrgg 
ggqwr. i ggtgr* gg: i q>gqqgfqmgTg gtfggt gtfgqngrgT i 
8fggrr*<gi gtgT^lfgg^I^gtfg || gj^Wxpg^gugfiRpgig g-g g^g 
gggai^jfgKnr grgi'gigrfgggg ggfg i ggx %x% gr^g gtgjrfggjg 
=f^wrfirgT *rf frf*q^rii8g g^rgr g^gig^gigT gjrpsiTfggfsfaiqqfg 
gy iwgrfg ^nq^Tfflggg g^<gg g»g ^t**j gigq rfg gggrfficq^irq: i 
gg %^5ff3n^fftgg^ftg^lfg i ggraigT ggi g^gifgfg mg: | gg T 
grfw g=^ g^g ^Nw gtfg^i^g giggngurg : 8ggnfg^n*?pg ^gg 
^rnigxalfg tsfgqTsq: | gjggg g^fg qTgg^giqgingifgqgg gfsqfVi- » 
grfagnnwgTfq gsgi^W'fgggrgg^ra; i gggg i 8g^ : ^ggrggi 
rmtgwcPT? gr I ygqfvraf^ygrarc.TD ^jgg^rggigfpiSQgr ^ggsgigg: | 
gjrtg® ^ggxafqqnfgqT | ^g^grrajftgiigggigq: | *)ggx gfqgit g? 
*jrbft gr *i*rfwngrg i 

fggnrg gig^grnfggg gggrgr&Tr: i gr?rx fggg qRixqr gxgx gg 
@g gfrt: i qTfptq fggigq fg% fsngg ggc *fg gggi ggg fg%xJtfqfggx 
ggtgngggi fggfgggrgi fgggrfggurgr ggg qfqfq^iqpg | ggrt% | 
ggjcu'r gfigsigr fggsx g^fgg^gi i sr^.fgraxfwgigix ggrrggi gfr- 
^g l Pwn-T fgggjw ggr^'T guagx fgf?n gg^grig^g gg g fggig 
qi^ggfg h ^grPj.fgygrfggrJi^ggpg fgifggfg gjggg gg; i grgifggr 
fgggr gr t fggifgftr: | g)g)f^g f? fgg^rgi w frgrg- 

5!7i i gigif^giq^gra fggig: grfgg^i g fggRfggxf^ fgygiggg 

^g: I rn rwrn ggyf[ T fgjif$g: | flg^ngiTufg gi^T nsg 

tiin^fg i ?r ^Kxgfggg^i gT T i grigi gn%Tg- 

-jg-^gg: i m- «ir ^t^jviggfggg fg^rsnjaitngig^ 

fgji'sf’rf ^>T«g II 
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5 >wi' qRngrgT 

^tTT JZU^ I g ^HflflWfff^TtTUT xr^TTOcTtrfK^T i 

•[ g f«i=(i'^irifiJtf*i i i^ c *>T^^rPi j *i'<<u<s‘M=(H!^i*' < ^.'^i t iT ! l ^ ■g'fj\sqfq?r,$wl% 
*^zrf%=jf 5 T?r I Sflt WOT 5 fTH?nfjT ^TfaJT^lfS*nf%fcT *TPfifc trfci- 
^rq% l ^cR=r qfcrTcfci ^rgniffig i HRHif^Rfcra^^RT fMmiqgrcr- 
qfci’EITW ttf^T^rq^: f^VigUHW I 

«R^JT (VqmwT^»nww ^TcTci gurgrim: i cj^nfa u^TJrttrar^ craj?^- 
’fcraUTfT?;^^: I gSTAFTfecf: 5 TITi 5 T^^*n?J 5 ]giT?:?g I ufq’SpnBJn’q 

g sf ci^w%TOTlf% ^is^T qffi?? 5 nR 9 rt^tjxra: i qj?req 
f^iWT^ffr : WT% gTJTTmgw^^ Jzgsftr qqgfqjTfafari;?:^ ?r? 
fw?: fqrag i *im ft$r[ 7 rf%£kfq fgfeqgT qqr^Tfww 

g-cumfiggT ?7 g^crgrcgg ggrg 1 cmi xrppug: 1 gt-gr ®?r 
gr^g *ifg wp gfep gfcrcwr^jgifggrf»qT^^Tf^Efgl*sg: qggfr 

faWnfer 1 *r ^i f^fscrsf^fk^'mf^i-^j^ f%ugTfg^rur^if*nfcr 1 
q*sfq fw^ra^gra 1 sift fgygrqi ftwiifsigTreg sparer wgfg g 
wrfff %fcT gwgfg 1 fg%TJifara«iw f^gg-rgrT^g^gg 
fqgfq# fgggtfgg^r wfWRra fggT^fggTTnf^gpqqmg «jfw- 

"qrog ^g%g 5 jii^icgsfg-J!rra ^gjmnfcmjr^rin^ gggg^^Rnfq fgfy- 
qfcnra^rr^qTg 1 w xi wtg 1 gro^g gsw 7 ^ 1 w 1 q g 
giRTfq j? 7 itaTfq;gt sm TO?i fkfq ^fcqrCr qggTnraxsraii' fgfgi; 1 
ssrr^faTJTCitrrg fgggT g , gp?Ttwt 1 3 tt w gq^ratoi g«g- 

ttra 1 'spfarfg gwcg^rgift^g. 1 f%g Jmrfg fwwifl? s c?T 

gs^^r^fgg 1 vrafc ?rr^f *at 5 p^rg*q gigffcjat 1 ^r^^gqgTfq 
*rar % sj^a’qtfgw: 1 ; gn?a%Twr?jT g H^TCfffgq’gg 1 ffpgrflgr- 
§nf?r 'wtgg Tfa tpug^fij gggrnTO’gggt fg^ifgsrggr:^- 

wjfgfg^qtg 1 q^rg g^gi fegci t*j*f«r gtJtqTnfggqfggnng ^ 

g*&ggffigrgi ^ fqsrrq^gms^m 1 w fggjfyjt^gt ^tv 

ggr« l fq^Rnftr 1 

«?IT«w 3 %Wft ! %T fgfa. % T 5 tj)g-<f 7 f 

irrpfesgw 1 | ggiunKWurcig. 1 qfggg 

gr^r «w rfg ^ 3 ir<??Tct%q 1 

g#i grJ| 5 ^i ^ qfqq^H'r^ct cpgtr. qfgft-g^n^gtgrg*?]^ sffl 
fHcHisj ^titg^^rqif^^xqqiggq gg; 1 ggi sg% %q^TT«rw:<? 1 ^ 


Sl 
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5 T WWrai^lMK^fcf I ! 5 J^ITfW ^I^ft 

i ^rf^m gvraxa^xlfcr i . 

*TPC^: I ^fwgWX^fN W *iR 5 fe?m | rt^CT^i ftf^- 

Snmjra cxgf^yx ii sprats: i *ra- 

yifct ^^cqx^m y. i w* wrfjiift eft g *r qra f? farads n 

ITClrr: I wfafh ^^ 3 t* 1 ics<tflici^ 3 pfl% UI^JTyJTO^Wl 5 !t^TcT | 

«n^N is^ifh i srr#^ fN tx^*m^x^»x%TCtnyffiarqt i xraxgrqr- 
gftg: shew yy^x >xyfcf 1 %i fqxxft fMi% gr 1 

fm$r tj^fTt% xrKt %twg **reW*IXfgtj% II 

^iNroxft isNw xprare: 1 %ga:^rrasFm fwrr 
*arsr: 1 jz% g 'iNqfft 1 m^Tim *r*xfi.ryif<q ^raapxggmxgw- 
cpRiFif^fasi sreifg crerrftr g cr^ #fyjrft 

Wlf^Wf'^WrXJifSkiMigtf^I’y: I cI^triUT^XlT qlsjfaraxfg ftqra 

f^rarq: ftmfwxrgr^ ’uig^imx: ftjg^yra ^x ftprft ^jxnra: 1 
aosfmi qx *ft 1 artwf^-^- ^Tfyfci eflqgx yrran 1 yfe 

f^fMaT«IT^^^if^PT ft*? ift ^xqPXWqftqiTW's^mra I “fqnrrftft 

ftxgrftft vim 1 ftxfty saift 1 ftrtfft sxxH '*rrw<?ra: 1 %fxr-i^ ^fiftr- 
wxft 1 yr^H^sfa^'t ^xyggxtwft^y: 1 

*xx;gxsft 1 ^m^xranraT ^iwi wfi 1 ^^rr?‘ltixflT^i- 

ffftr^ftraftrerar 11 ^irjrfirfri y^f^HX 3 rM«jxnxT 1 

tram: 1 ^nagrp:f% 1 f%fqg ; ft*fgT*r «xrg ft*? ft*? 
*x«*t 1 <sRra txnuT: ywf *grq 11 ftgfxraxfiTisrftciT- 

*nrr*ra 1 xemtw 1 yx?%r ?rar a#n?i ^TfVxrax gx 1 g*xqfl<raj #3 

*x ^31 ftftcTX ftxfN^ ?f%T*fq ^raxgPWWXJWgfH II 


*T 1 ^©<*x3f: snfyxrax gx 1 asran*r fsryqnyf *x 

^T" *T : ^RcT: II 

^v? *r*<^ afPrfa ^f=ifjn cirisxift xrft*^q^x?Txgg psnftxir Tf^anx- 
wi'^rfq ft - - xjt: *rfVra 1 *?% g jr^T*rfrq 1 

crar jgr^x f%ftmr. 1 

• r ». TZit 5 rraxxxw<?ww 5 (Tfgm fsiwfcx: ^y^rffisrt 

Jie^lT Sfl*T I *X*|: I -a-yraq 32% ?rax «T Tf 'gxiffl qixy ff: I m 12% 3RC 
fi ^ 3,: 11 ®ra<nf^ 1 tx : wfqry 3 ! l PW'nflxxnsfq *iqjn 3 fxt;- 
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^TfTi I JWT fefyftfa SntfteMttiW* 

I t 

6. grt^r: ^ranBJT^TTcr* g wrciFtTim W *rc 

c^r cj^=r xpr» t^t 4 : i ufofftcrnn’g sn^x 3 3 ie°i : l ^rt ttj; i 
fin^gifn ^eit g I «i ^r#f 3 %F 9 T ^TG ! ^reg^g- 

fflffT II ^Ir^JTTftwtcirat fwinraf^wt ^^05ITC5T: *RFifai *T ^ 
^IcrFTflcI S^XR I 

clf%^ WTOR | ^*Tit<n-Tj %T STtcT! 

gqifjr ftgjzil 1 g fiw ?wi xfh 11 nwN^ft 

tRcr 1 Efrnrt^r^r ^%n?^ ircT^rt *rg wra^r 1 %^r ^tot fwr ^ 
WJTf^U: gjcTT TffT || ^T^TST g?xn[gfqgj?% 5 !TW 
^ gT q qff f q w wwt- get ffer 1 ^rrr^i^sft jr^g^itn^i^r- 
g?lfrr twfcT srf^qTfccTO I g^pnfq trcftxpi ^ ^Tcire^fcT | 3 T 
g f«c?i^vi§icTT *rer^TFr 9 Tgmwfi§ nicimw^TS , ®i*wiflxi %xig^%fW 
?toii iRcrr 1 gift? g?ifg 5 f TfH^nvnRyrt% 1 cr^rr gft f? ^oriisa^T- 
^rr?rr«nR^i^w^rrci mg rigj 1 n ^ g*grnw 

^qrrfgsi; w^ratrg i JTprrgfRwft grnfww- 

1 wggj 5 jggmrfTO*ra ^qftTST^raxgrrr^f^ScTjc^ 1 =Ersgg 
gx^sff^Tvtsft ^:ggra gg 1 mmregnT^rfg tixmfTC^^ fafe- 
ci?cit -^^^^cfgi?^tT?tfiraT?nf%tra gg g arfcrgf^g: 1 gg f? nirrm 5 ?- 
^cEfJT^t ? n?f giggf% g^fg <»g«u«*|M»*WSl ^flTCW*U<. i (^^ 5 X 

g ^ q ^g q fmfeg | C)^ gfkg^g g^p 1 gu^H* W J T ; ^JT 

grr«f|gT giain^gj gm wggt®TW 1 g?wsgr?*fgf 1 mmT 
^f^cn qgj uM f%s%T gm^P 1 ql^f gtruggpog ^gif^PGi isg^fgfg u 
r^Tflftlg^iT g»H I gTciTHW gm<g ftlS? 

fi^^ncn ii trgrgggjrfq 1 ^g' ^g t g gfgw giggn^ggii ^t gig: 
g *ffT II 

w% sifHfgg'ip1 'fiT<n*xT*p <4 grrgfggT sifdMi^cu gmugf 
?rr 5 t ggrr cf^rr ggwsrtcinig'ycgg 1 %r§: gg 7 q gfggrgqgim g^pHiciigi 
¥fHa^ti^ fggnmigg iHWHr*giwfnlnrHTgr g: gqq x ^jwfo i ftw w 1 
sq? gtgifgfg gtcggg^ ^Ttn^rqg^ trw(vi<£ 4 ,((+<fcT q^rwre^nTg 


WTSIT^W^ 

tw’gjn^rw^ si g i 

S^xctw^nwgig 1 fxnj: ^TBIJVflWTgif 3fT(%mjif^*i[ gftw- 

^ ggiwiai g 
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Wkf+lgU** 


I ^gg^IUiggg: | gx ^t^T'TT^THf^TfVn^T ^TcTgg 
gf^gwsgip^^nfgcgg: i grsaiggiraigg gugfagimg grcgg fggT- 
W ^f^fcr I gjcflrg ^cT^qTT^^ 


»Tff JTfgggxg 




^nrr^n 

C\ 


^TCWMs^l*rjlclT 7 ? | 

^ ^ «N J V» N 

^TET^t i w \ ^ g ^rr | ** TH r«TO 

^nic^T 1 I ^jct^ tz% ^xf jj% %^tt- 


^.Tcn ^rra i 

7 . I trtr^^T^cfix I <5 

fwwr^WTJiqr uw^^rtji^-fgcTT i crc&rrgicn vMfc* i ^^rr^rcrror w^wi 
TT W I I 3 t%wr tt | ^cCTT^r- 

<g?wm *| gTJWg g^j?r II giTOigg: | *ffa‘ fg=?xg gfgg gx gg^g 
gfgg i mgi*gTgw%r gim ^junjcgr^gn?? gp h gfsnjfggri i gpw5ra?jg 
sfa l g^pgggrgggwig^^rgT i 

8. mm vr^rstgT fg?rr gx g*g;m ggrigr gm grig?: gg: i ggx g 
^ | mm firm gr gmm gnfg: gggmfg | gr?g gjfggig# g 
gfgg: *jcn || grg^g^ggrgfg ? r g: mggxg; i mgrfggx[ ggg fflfgg^ 

I mfgftfg gxggfm^ggiiTTgg^Jim i gggj ggrf | gffg^^sfgfg 
fgrqtfgggira i 

ggi; ggg g ggr g gfgtngj: i ggx g gfgg;: i : $grartfT!TF5mwg: 
ggg"l mm fgsfgfflggmm g^rgfgggqrfxgijfg mgxfgggi- gwgg: i 
ggg ggggrgfgigr i g f? ggtxgig g^'gig g gat gg gmgfg- 

jiuBt^rgnggiggjgr^Tifgfg u # 

gg m%gri fggx f^fgi: gggfmrffgtmg^gTgi! wgfg j?g fgg- 
ggr ngs ggYgggff g wggtgrswa gggm jrgwgimggrgi^Tgsggig- 
gggr^^ggggggvifgi^rgT'ggrg: I g gggggTgigggfg gjgg gig- 

-N C ^ V 

gTHigrg^lgTggg: mggTgsggnmfgfg gTgg i gggft: gpggig gg- 
ggtgTsrgrgr mgmgxjrrgT gfg grggregg g spmr#ifm^fg ggi at 
sfgggfg i mmm ggrggtgrggrr g?gfgifff wgg i mgxgrrmg qgwr 
mg gggfftmjfgfrr gggix^TgxgT^: mrgtggcr t%g«4gm fggr mgsgr 
ggt g g>ig; I gmxRfg gg grrg^f gg fgarg: i wgfg g %gg gg 
^jg: ggg gfg ^gg^jfrjq rfg grpgr Mgggfgmgrmg^r g gfggnsi 
rffT giHf«ng: [ g^ggi i ^xgmrggrmgTgTggrgg gg * * 7 8 -:^ ggg i g^ g 
gg ggg gfgwt ggr^^if^ g^f ^^ xfg ggggggj g^mgrrgigggxfg- 
g^g^ ! gr4 igrggtcfgi f«gx^n^I ; ' gf%grgt gn^r- 
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wqrgqfi : wtqfq wraqT «rwip ct^rh^- <\ gqtqrciftq sfq *r^- 

\ $ 5 ^ rn «^l I ^ : I 

j ?3 g crf^qsT 1 qq ^ ^rfor vsqfq 

5 ffei$w I cT^r^^TTPT^ H^sfq w^ft; VTT^T^TT ^ =ft | 

jrqgqqqq^j traiwt«k£i ^ g qqf rRf q faqr^q^H^w 1 qqqqfqqq- 

"v* C\ J 

qrfiqrfqqrferrfm: qr^t sqq 1 y ^^tqqfjrqrq q qqdqqqrqat- 

qq^p 1 *rf qqq yq^- 

fqqjq I 


^qtq^gn'Sfq qqx q ^q: I *sj£q snqm^sn qqt Mqfq 
fliqq Sfq | qqqx4qqTn q^q g^tqtfWfRiq I 

^tct^rqXTTiifq^qfq q m x qqu^ t ^ Mq ^gq^ l frtfcte i I ^qq 
qqrqqT^pn sftqsfq ^qqyfciqyfq<j?qiJX«T q? =£regq 

fqjytyq qqrqfq 1 


1 q^^qfcRTstqrq q^*rxwq qrafq qxq^ fqqn- 
snq qw qri^fqfw^qi,stotx«?q q^qrfirere^q yfcrj3n#terfqfcr qf%- 
wlqfi 1 qig;qqTJqqffl<qq ^uwTqrfqsrare^x yfqqq: 1 qq sRtmf^qlq 1 
qjqqqrTqtqm 1 qreqcuft - cq^qqrsjqwfiitq;qqf% qx? fqfacqrs^qqxqiq' 
qrfaffcmxgqrfqqTO ^refir^^q ^fqmrnjqqtqqfq qjqptkqm 
qfq qnwqq 1 qbii grqr^q ’s*rfqq qgxq 3 rfV 9 .Tq% 
q qwrqcnfffcDfq q qfmqqjwfqq fqfrdqS fqqqy 1 
qiqjqrqrTOfiqiqiq^tftra’qq ^jqrt sjqfnq wrcqtq%q w^lgi 
**t$fq fq ®qqq> «q?rtiqfwyxq xfq I 

9. Jfitqqa qq W»qt fqqffq qfq I qr»qt *riWlfqs«rt «rqT wqsrsrqT 
fqqx qr JTOssqqwqmqi qq= i qqnjq ^«gq q^f^m qrxqqtqq 1 
^in^qffeT^wfrT.ra?qffi«rq 1 ?m wqurpH 1 ^wfarywiqrv qixqrfq- 
qtq«f*wqrrgi qr aslqq: qqictsqrqjfl'sfirqfq n q^gin; qx^sft- 

^?ift qfq qr*qq q 3 qi<*mqrs»i *fq qrqxqtqfsrqirq fW^ranm: 1 
j^%rrqqtsfq I <RTqrfqqrqqTTc^qrsqjqT^f qx qr^qqrq Jjqjq qr qftqqr 


*fq I 

10. «PWJ5 qqxfqjiT ^4 wShnfogjfcrrfaT % 

q^r wqfq v mm yfaren qr ^ 1 *xqTfq<sftnflq% 1 mK- 
?Rq?i'~' %q q^wfqg»rjnw?qTq | qrqfqsnqifqi qror qqrjGrrfrt gw- 
qm^rq^ow 1 gq qqq® 4 ^ qrfq^qqr «fqqf *fq 11 qr^r «rq®«i 
a^rqt wrqTfqqqT fflfqqt 5^^ ^ ( 






















[Chap. JI. Pt. II. 


11 • ^irwr 3 w^?r: ^irnr»(j74j^ qqqfcraT^Hm wt- 

♦ilPr ^^qjrqr qrarfwftftqwqt <sr^r qr qqTnTsqfem; q qqq I qqr 

^ ^ i mcirfwT%^^T «rr i ^TK^W 

^ra^Trei q qp sft n qqftqqrTqTTfhqrfqqnqqqqTqq qrq- 

WKraifTOTf^T qTqifq^qiqqifii qaqq rqq: | 

12. qp 3rw t%jfrrOTfontfrra^n«Tt qqjnT^iTO^qiqr JifiTC3T*ti^fr 
JTftwtwrsTTJft ft&t trw fqsjqw sqq? fqsrq ^imj qqfq % qr R <Miir 

«TWR;: | q q%l b'il | q %nj: qq: | fp^x ^ 

i qr Jtfwjrri qfwm wTsqTmfq qr q<rt i %rc; q Jiifi wqft 

sfcT qftq II fqqoqfq I qtn? *WT: I irfi-irnt qi cf^ji: 

*< 9 mfmrrf^f?r i ?p sf?r qqfaqiasti+nq^qT i 

13. ■fTTfnfqaWFRT^T % TZWf qqifqqT %Tiqfqj^t qxH 
tfWtj: qq: | qqiqfq ttdfljRd | cTOT fqQiRfq | qjqfqjj^qixqsr: ftpqx 

q qR<^ 3 \: q ^Tq Jrsfas I qftqji | qjqftg: qq^T$q WimfqSWTH- 

qns JT^fqid I q.qiK*."* q^qq qTn-qrsqrqxqwqT | 

14. q^ ?rqqx JrftqqqW maidT^: sgqnjqi qfjrqfqrq: q 5mrt- 

qqiqftcre STSiqrqqq qqr fqfqftqa hq4HIJld ftqqqrqUTT- 

^ q qm^qqfq qqT^qoqqqrqrqnr-1 qqqq sn^TjqNrRqT q^R q 
' 3 W : I R*im«<r ^qiqq+qMTKr%sfq iqrqrq | rjq q^ft | 

erqr q wj ! I q qp^piq ^tst qrrfrr^rqiqq^qq i q qxqqqq giqqrqqq 
qRqr.q: tR ii qraiqqTifq i ftqrftjqqrqe^nqr sncr; «RTfltfqKiiq 

rfq | 

15 . qqfcsrrq^r j^wt; qqr rpqqqfcqqq i qqr q qq: i #q- 
qrftq HdTqqtqqrqai qq'I'fqqrq i qqqfqfqqtqT®: ftq(%TqrqfprtRw « 
ftqi%iqr^ qfq^qtfxt%qT%TqrRfq qfqfqftq %g: | ^cfqftqixqpq | 
^Trqiwqq qq»<jq -qrsTfqRrq[%rqT^fq»?iqT qqtfaq qw qqiqq gq- 
yfqfqqtsr qrqqrqqTj|ft:fq qrrcqrqqj *r?qrft | qqnsftrqir 5 ft qq 

' ® 5f,w<|| i^ , ^ S|1 *ilw qfqqrrqq: ii qqyRftft qq- 
qqqTWRfq qmsrrqq | q^qjfq: | qrsq ftqx qqr qq q^fw: yfqfqfq: 
^ r7: 1 ,1 ^ T '® 5qrp ^fqq^kq^rfqqr ii qqjqu® i qqq^ ^r-qq: 
«Rm: qrtqqq q | qqfq-jjqj ^ qqj WlrffaT: «qq ft I fvwqfti: qqq^ 
^ ^gprrqqT | ?gq% qrfq iqqra^q 5 © WTfjrq: | qfq 

q^Tf^tawi qqqtqqqpqqx i qra: qncqqr fqqwr fqq% fiftq i 
Ti'qi 5 W^qT*rt ft® qqq^ifUJx | qjqifq^ qr 





























misr/fy 





<SL 


ecs. 16 - 18 .] 




% | ^ ^ q^x^T tjfWia: I *T f^SHT TO TOT 

wzmsw i toto* WtfifcT TOflmww % i ^rT^Tft SraW 
for f*nro: i Jnftaroi m^v- xx%rc ; #toxtot 1 qtawna Iw»it 

TTSi^WKfa I ^rf^cTTt TO Slfairf STST: TOt Wt^Im | sg^TOi 
^re^Tf^rt ^fwtq^f^TT^ i TO^raiKKxwm aifro to *?qfq i 
tott^tw qrwa tow tw to 'ftf^r 11 

16 . to%tot toot ^^nfsi^Qj tor-ttopto ftroxn! I to 
^mfi’a?;: i ftrai^s’srf^^Nr »j 4 mi% to= to: i toto ^tejT^TOTxp 
tj4t^T*TO TOjftT ^T^%5TT I 

17 . %xOTftf^TOTOx%s<TO» : ffc% gfroTOror ^raw- 
vro tow wroxtrofa i tTfroror amTOg gwfarorTO i w*ro 
from* ^rrsnaiTOT qrf% f% firor rf?r n ^swfTOfq i tot 

fro ^ ^T«t TOtfro: I toot qfw xftwr tr$m wnjv wrr- il *r ^ 
ijfTOrqT TO qTO xpT 3jfq U^T^TT^TrXfTri' qfqq<TTOT?T 
OTSTOHlfTOT q^iXT I TOT q^TOTIcT. | TOTW WP | ^§ffTr 5 TI TOT 

«rrftr *i i q*Ht attoxtito TOrrg faxs i 

qfTOT f% TO*<H<TO^ xftfTOTSfq tfNWTOT xfl'at Wf% | xft'qxq 'q otj- 
OTtatfenStr to ga: i q q writ ^rr wrxx^r gq:« % tot sfq- 
wrroOTfa xFcmfaxTOiqfotra *fa srrq*Ti TOfro^TO tot jftxqj- 

TjqqTOfTOFTO <OT ^TOjqf^TOTOTTOOTfq I 4 TOlfiT STOWITOTta | 
TOiq^^r to^tototoi. i 

18 . cim^xrofq toot ^toto qBeWJiTqqro^T TOirr*?TO- 
qfq qfgr«: I qf^arfiwzxffa %TOCT 3?q$q qgqqTJTTOfft 

rffr wfarefar^wwin TOHMMfasrqrq i : rom wte% to 

"^f?^TW t 3TT : 7J^n : I <h^'IT *ftKieW*3 ^TTFR^T^f^TofrfT afiTr^TT^ST- 

^•f[^[ i w^nnv ^^risrfsr. | ^i^iur* ofii^r- 

jnetcmi«? iot tww <3 «x qgqisrfTTqfq faro ttotopr- 

qwrTOxfjrq toot ^i^irqqqqTO? I toto fqqg - . i ^qTXHTxq ^rqT«T- 
jj^tcqTOiiif^J TO% fqqifTWTOTfnq Tft% || l}rr% wfa 

^T^rqfxt ^qrxrwffjTTq qfcrqgffT | qn%R;tqTXmrt XtTT^WTts^re fqaq- 
fH'^WTOVTO I ^T»TO q^iq^ *f?T TOt^ta I TO WTOW^I 
toV.xx ; V*'- ^ T,: ^xj: i wTOnmreiixqi'q xr^^rra sna]qqfflf>» t 

a^fq TO^rt^T*^ 1 ^^ ^ ^rj'qiwTf^fqqqxKXT^f' 1! 




























[Chap. II. Pt. II. 


* 


fares i | 

g *ttrfe% xreTOSfr^ 5R^%Tf^ i wg #?5rRjra; ti^jT^ 
tig^TS^TcI I %rc%T fal 5 |\ 3 PT fW q^fWST TffT || 

xi<gnfflfcT sg^qx | *wsfwftaiT ^incMiT- 
sfir ^y-yai: | ftvTTjf , iN%rgi > gf^^rrgcT: n y«TTfg sigi^^mnf^- 
^nwtnrifr*H ^*^ir<fH<ctify Tjf^niij^^i T^g^isi - 3 ^: trsR^TUT- 
"icJ^T^RJ Scft'lim-igtlfr: Rt%^TR-^Ellrtlnl'filJt<U^?(W?n^ ^ I 

^Nsrs ^^ ; rW3]3!n^Fr^^j%T^^qTxr^g5 1 

g^wifa^^rs^rre wirrca} ^*rr ^inmt jj§: *tf: 
9 ^t ^ g gf^w i *r gfafg ffaHtssrejjfNrn II ^n fo*im at 
f^ftTrsmsft 9 ^s I spraragirsiirs g??f srfafs^gshr i jtN- 
fgpir srafsgf w^f*w ^ i jfNft^rgjr: ftng> sjtfh gger: ^wfw \\ 
gg?f: *t*wt tw^t^nifg i ^yT fqs^fR%gfcfw fanfafasn i jffa- 
fafSTgJT *f<T tgJIHfl I 


^gvJitJi^^yffiMKSR ^nTTO*j gftt- 
i cif^R^rsrf^Jr^hT ’ng^hrownTt *fh i ^Icrrfg- 

^rrarcmgj am«ro^N sninr nfsi-m i ?rg gcTt^rnr^a sfh ^ 3 g fg T faff - 
HTcrt gfg g^jgfrTJrfc^ng^ii *mrr^ 


^u^rs i 

?pwr ^ wfc*^«TWTfh<gfixEfig. i qgfaig. *»re*irarei xr^. 
garfarsjfg i fawnr: ^nfgfcrtwi gjgftgg: i C5ire4*i w*h?j 

wfa i fqsi wg swaswr awi%ig i w % fgwjTiig- 

j|fi^f frpreg <rr i wrai ^gggnrra ^rrrrig *01*1*1 
^jTcnrrT^^srt fj?i't i *r^i fara * ci^^tcr *cpd n g^ufUf*- 

**K*i(S*«T>Mrf 5 n 4 ^=*wm *rfirefqci%gTfirf*^*gffr i ^rarftr grasf%Tiy 
Sffiff® iJTCWlftf^re WTfJWtR^fa* I ^cre^Trnc^g fag 

gffaw ^THi^gtRiRifci i %$ira «rrggwwf*nfa #w<!tfgfa*i 5 r- 
*?w wfafa *;..^Ji^?n*rrw gremwrfirat sfangsf *1 


♦g^rota^igwnrrg w^nfNt srfcwggf 5 * 
^raf’i^nsn^gTfsi i -<n 4 i<wfy 1 ^<<anw www- 

fiw i TrfHi i fanfarsmiOT ^■fa'P.fRprn g^ra 1 fa 8 *ft*«frpr i 
«n«'“ , 4 rawTq i ^Nrsrre i *nr<*i gfareng/gre i i?rt 4 

**ig n ^r? g*j; ii ^rgivRiw i w^vwIkit sm^^r: i f%*nrf 

gif ’*?$ gf^rrefr - - i nfsfjf: in 9 w»wwf 1 































<SL 


ec. 19.] 




il i 

q't^m^ ^K?f ^ 5 RT 3 Tcr: | ^KCTWJTO SW figi^L | 
qr gq; II wqrc% qrqtfq sr^qq <irq: | 

^ TWT % q*;:qi; xfcT I ^nffsTTf^^H^lW q4%q 

fW^qjqqqtWiT i ^^ififir araqrcqqiq %u-qi<t«jw^r qr qqrq’q qjqw 
qq^T i qzwni wwtjto I qqqm qq« i qRrqrqtwq: qqw- 

i ^%T^»TTfq?^n^n I i sfbv I 

19. qqfq jrqqr q^rar qsrqrqq^T quuqmq^w*!. 

^•n^a r qi^ - ^Tq^ q i ^qq?p^ i 'iNsraq qqo nfqir *jq ^ i 

qtFTrq^tsqtq^ qiqiqi qpyqm q<r i qqqtq^ snrrc^ trrqvTqqrqx i 
^qqqi^g gftqqj q^qiqTqqpqqi *fq n qqfq < 0 fq®?rfqi!i^wT^TqqvTqt 
^faf^qftqgi^Prr^iWT^ »j«>5q2r<*Hj qfqqsjq<<q«}TRq<iqt^T g qmt% 1 
ftf^qzwf^K^ ^rSfqTflfq qsqqsfmrq ^JTTfwqfq q^iqTqTqTqrqcqfqwjft 
irrqqqrq i qsqmrf *f§ q^qrq i qroW q^n fipqrq qgq: 
sgftajqrr < *qrqtr q fqcrc-- qqrftwtw fqgftfn q-qq*q aiW 
qqpri^q qrfiqgtxqsjirfxqqtqqTqqqKrqTq I qTqiqqnsq^T qrareT- 
qfq qrq^fqqr^ q^ f q fc ^feqqirfi?qq qq^q^ranq I qpqqq? *?fqq?- 
5rqiqjrNcqwn5^^<iq if<%wqrccq qs[qrqwTfq ^mrqqqqjqqqqw i 
qq ^ctqqqq i q ^^iqiqn *n«nr ^qiqnfqq: =ihsp qfcwn 
q»r*fa: \ q/qqnqqt iroWt art sfq q^qrqTqii i q^ ! qslmtfrfqs: 

5Ef%TG,': ^q^qim: ?f^ ^ ^^yqTqiqT *fq I ^rrsqjt ^<j«j(qiP<q 
^qq: i qcr ^mqrfq^Tfqf^^Tsqrai^: qfwtqj W 

cq q-qtn%;qqfwqfq qfqq^jq I *fq qrqq I 

qq i^fqtrq' qJ«= i qq qq^tqqWSq^rcrgqiqjq^ qfcjmqrq i 
, i?TCiqq 5jitj<j lin^fl'qr qqqifqf^xqfq^q q qj<qqrq i q^n%q qiqwifqw^q 
^rrqTTH^q qr fqrrq: qfr?K.wtq ; I ^ ^ 

q^mqqqt n*qq?n^®qTw i ^rq^i qf^q>T*jq tci^^i'^tiqi'fqTn' i 

jtc»r qiqfqs^ mqfiwap q^q n qnqfq^ ^tqqrNiwqiqt i 
^^rtfqqiq^ jfNwrq: sw *fq u 


ifqqi 5 #^^^^ ^rw*1 ^ ^iqsi qqw ^wq^qnfqx: i *rnmt 
incgn^q qiif^remi i qqi q^ qjqqrqrqr: fq^iq qs^ i 

•fqwqqnfq q'qfflWTq^n ^ ^i qrqw : «goi*i 

qqr^q fq^rn i qqf *tqnh % srqlqriwifq^ 11 
























MlNisr^ 





<SL 

[Chap. II. Pt. II. 


aft*rrefgtF^l%§ qror^r^Rhsctr: n w*ro 

I X f*pq% %T5%T *1*31 cTCgfcf =awtf% i 

Rix^rsfq i %P3P -iNsra* trf^nq^^g i ^»%nr^ 

3nstei*rerch' ^ \ ifbw%sqf%gig ^r- 3%; ®ctwt i ^rwtqarr^ 1 
Tr^^r M ^Pa m--1 *c% *^*gxi*n*a: l ^ *p 

-$7£t 3fy%t l sR^f^r 5PT^ J5% fqcifa; ci^T I =531*1% 

<arra%s«i% MyMWK4 ivn*U 

u?n | ^*r%rs^tw i*t_ R^^-|fcr i y^sNj srssn: ^ r 

faSSPSI MlfjTR: n ^ ^ 

^^ffcT: | ^Trtsnf*re: wn *ctaasra*ni i snft^wra 

f^qcIT: ^MTi I '$^%T JTpfcfs tfbWT 1 33% I 

3 T%c^??TX? % || 

%Xt?f: | ^*RrfT % %% 5frt<TXT: 1%: I R jftf^HT: 

%wrr- ymsw r w i ^pt; m xre qxf^r ^Jn. I %*r 
%TT^ ^Tlgrot «f %r*j: n 

*W | %TR^T ^XUIRT WZ I ^ ^ sfofiT 5 

bjtps’Z’ST ^*reror i ^t^fflfh wtfi % *r^ : I 

^^<=1% y; a?HTi y ^rnii txfM% I =fa^ ie^tt itxj*? l 

% 5 T ^ro« TP ^ *rnvz*£ Xfa *?p II Wft x^erct | 

20 . = 3 WTtnFriTXliR fawiiw %RtenC ! I wlWwfea- 
»]%5f TOT farf% I =3)4 *J^TWT®f TCsit^rwwrfinsfWT *ft *t*jt f%% ?f 

's^rr «r f%MT<rl%>f am <tiHl«iJps)cq- 
gf^TCq^ jfflcTHt "ERlffl^R^^TTT!! *T ««|<?TO <1*J TOanfcl’sf^fflr?^^TaMT- 
f^Rt^Wf*ffy ; 9JR xf?r I ^%T?)MRT 

^rfHfh^T^xrfl^^^pfiwiwragf^i^RWiiT XTsrrf^r wn^jfflwr I 
% atnrrtawpt ^^ranxy: fq^pRasreif^i: I 

21. ^JtR'spFii ?^TXT%fcr «T '*r^fM=aWWrrfJl(^^TOIXSti|f^ | 

*mn? % i <rerfq wprtsfa xt wa i *rrf%fi wrr^qr^t- 

cr^ra aw: || %rj *pq% f^fTR: *?tX ^S^ftoPTSTOPP *XWT- 

«pn n iTif^H : .% %=? 5 nfx: ftara^Tft ^ 

<rfy^. n < swr% <nr*rraj*nirrrpiiwi% 

ftur-jwcrrm jm.Tf i u^j u,^ qgf%g«r>«TJiT nrrffe?n ^ig^^rnr- 
«ifjt?q %nfl*s)x^ inx^far- 
%gmi wr?pn'^r-' , ^«Tfflrc; wg um> ^pseitrw. | 




























misr#,. 



22 . i snirr^fq q-pqf jgspn 

qiTJmTS'srftT wtd I *z% fttift ^TcR^5«Tf3T5Tn i ^psn^x 

1 ^' iflOT II 33^11 *HjJT 3 <W q^: *T*m: fqgfc^q i 

wtjt i fqg^l^ *ncre;: qfoflm^qqii^^^r 

fliq f q: | SR q^qqqT(^q ^WJlT^4*<^fcffr *T jtffflmi I qm Ttfa 
q^isqj^r traTsojftqs^wm-q <qjq^n ^jt^i ^rh 

»TTJt«Tr<^«TJt 3g^xq^T qjwfifaFfW 5TCSjfqsrr*nn q «ngq^«nfiq- 

*qq | qR.qTld^ rq^^^qiq f qretq^sfq iN 
qwq xarai?^ I 

23. fwfcTOT qTRJT^cqq: fqf^qro^q^nr 3T 
*flTf|- WW^iRTiqi fTPW?fa fadd«f^*»T#5q|q»1+i I'dftfd 

Udfa% I 


CHAPTER III. 


PART I. 

1 . ^q^raqft^xgpBTf^qtrfiBTRiqiTftTJ < 3 *Ffl | 

ciq I qwt i^ffcK^Nr fWt ^Tcl??RTqT | d3?<TC jftw 

^ fajsn wsrstfo®* i qqww% q«^i qqwjratiTi*;: i 
'fPprcq ipIq^Hra f%fqfct% ii ^smw q^wireuitwpivIVw 
J2cT^T qiqirqq: tjobiqs^THT^ qT31i%nftTi^P?R:5qq JZ'&l'Vfr.itrVi I 
^ fl ;irtwf^Kf«wT^%r«3iHrfifiTH3irf5cq q5fq q w- 

arifqq iffqq^iffl si I ^ ^ 

2 . sr*PT q^t W*Tfc«rt I fqqfS?i^FiT | tp?pn 

srspej^Tq xfd qrftrf^w^Tq. i qrnsrfwsrr^nr q^jj^fqgu 

CRT sa4r : sraiafaT fqsfidtqi: wim Wrt wr w’fqwu i 
^jsEaqm^tPffqqr^TTrrai sre*! wf^%rcqa:imsr£T% suffer 
jtw^ i^d*n ^ 1 jjjw *Jnct q «r wt fqyfaqi 

Jf ITT 71 ’fR fq*J fq^fxfd II xi qTflVtqqWWgqiTiq- 

«n«H5 «vrf^Hi*nqrfwntar «r g qr#^Rqpqif*iq[3frT i fqqrfwdr^^ 
'qTqTOTqraTd_^tqq fl’TlFnicniw JiurejtH- 

qrf I qrfqt^ : ^ifd'R^T.fq^jx wqfq qarr I fqf^dTfnir-?i 




















misty,. 





*5L 

[Chap. III. Pt. I. 


trsTFTT faf^aawfa ^yfrwt^T>TT%T a g awr- 


fWI?: I trfbirg: iffr^fpiFU^rtra^FITW ^DSflfc^^^nT | 
frfy; xsa i a?aaa a m a m fta? *fer ^nify^K^ 
sfafa:?: | 

tT«fr "a fwf^^wt^cllftl ^.^WHl^fa 'gift- 

aaij ar?nra ^yfaaRraaTrfaanfaifft qfa ski^ asvaarfjTatarr? srar- 
ufa: i ipi ?2ai arf*t%ra *za xraf?: cn^sw i qfaaai srr^t y^inr 
afaraa: n «ijaarfa i ^traT9raa**ra: araraart aa ftgaT i acaia aarr- 
=aataai aa^xm ^Wef arfa ii s*i^| t| <i jaraarsaiawr^ai^ar araia aa*i 
*Wsi«V awa y^ifa fairs aarrfafa ^jffraf^aaanliartif i ailjaix i 
fmas&ivr'ara i ^arfgan<affoTaaxaaax:cara^^ i arajar ataman*} 
waaijf^aaiatsta y^^aa i xraraai^ifafafaa: i ai-ruaiatraiafa^ | 


ifarftrenfbfftfa aftiaxr i 


araaara: aafaa: irsnafaaT i srffi waa %jt spwRi a ^rau^ i 
^Rrara aTW^rra wreraTOnfaraiTfaaTO i fasaiJTastff^na wg: ^^pjxng- 
isrpr i aa^vapjareri ^wafaata fea:« gpgaatmtanfg i arajffcra'a 
t»4s n«Mci«aif^ i TTrUjidifa aiwirwafwinrfa i xca^ipwafa i waam i f a 
arf%a *r=i wa vaxrfaina aaarrw aafaarifaai a^ roaia-q ^a-.airaaa;*R 
afatNflaa fMTTirr a?aiT arrafafa i 

aa aaniaiaT ^ at^ranRur^ am afaa^iair *<an? a aa i 
arfinpi ariyar % g a^a *3= aftafsra: i f^pNifa ara am a K^iisa 
srro^a y 

^feraf^arrat arwama a?an: igiTaa t rfirrfagwr, i afawat 
aafji^^natfafafaa w* i a^rraT adiaa gsa aw% ??cwa aifa n 
aaa fafkaa i sryii ^naafamfa qarqfaa aa fa ^ i a Mf X^iu a aafa- 
^^^^aafaaaia^afaaafa arr^rtfRax. i aawfa a ^} 

^laaanratffl i a^afaTraaTqna ffexf^aaaRfaaa^a ajawrfaa^ i 


aa aestawanaw 


fr-aras-w i 

0 \ 



5r wa’ waaafflfa ararniwa ’a fwaT^wsrafafa 


a^ 5 -iai.-)(^rw i«i>ir^r«ma;f^a^JiTa^flfnrra awwarfer 
^iracTfe argrrf^faaT^TTFrf^aaaia^a a^xr^sRiaT^! 

snaT^^r^flxasi^ (aRr^xrfafaar^r 

^jrfaaafnfa xra ais pi r ^ T , 



























ec. 3.] 


1 * 


ci^CT^wr crctro^T^ ^fcr^fw^i%? f^n i *m ftpsiTOiw- 
cgf^T^pi ?^ftT ST I ^WNHtJRfTOTWWf- 

■f^j: WPTCTft XXXU* rt^f^FTI^ cR[W3X3 ciW? 7 ^^ ^^Tfq 

| ftxgxfcf ^JRT ^rf^XtSfi? q^I^fcW^bniflfNK: 

STXJJIfi: I 

3. ?TtT JZltWIXSX: qcSJJX^ng^ 3 

*rrf?m?: sfcx i wnxfx: w^rei *tw i f? ^xm- 

^wymfaspr *fcr ^rT3rr«mwc5r^% i w^ftf ?^x^e*ra^rrf^T^T- 
^Tct^jirjt i ^Exs^^ir crp^rfk^xxnxJfroifam^rx^ W^Tfy^rafix- 

yprmi w^Rwraf^KctT si^nraT sptf&cn i wiw«i fvwj^Tfa for 

^^tf^fcT ii u^f^rgsT ^?T^sftf ^nrr^ tngr irfaft*:: tmfaxr f^g<x 
f*rer sff^f%% ^ i srjxi %%3rrf<s. m o4x^i ^to sf i nf ?^-cmi ^ i 

rf^ifEr ^aw^i^r^Grtwr?: ^xxrralffr ^f^^^5RT^rr?^f: i 

^^TR^fxr ^ST3TT«I»lqr^T%^ I ^TJTO' 9X*J*W=fi: JTxft f%J?TX I 

SWt<TT»R*]lnijI'rir ^rai^T II 

si Si 

^fcraf^n^TC wr? i wtti ^t^fiiftcrasifwfsi^nrsifcisiH} 
^Tfnmi Tr(5TJ?TT!rT^^t%(?m: i i;^g ^^uuiwun^fm^ 
i awf^ tfREiT ?m J ^5w? £ gtxt^nf^ws xif^sxx i fwxpisj- 

fora$ ax^if 2 [t[ftfsit%crra^x 5 xxiraftffi i 

ifk^rrsa irrr ’g^pcxfonfffa fom hsw g^faw i * g mtvw- 
^^^Hrawfoh'lXXfe ffsffcT | cT7?3X 35^ ^X?JXTr ^f^X^JWS^rf^RX- 
fr§x jrgfcii g wro:1 %*tf gfxr^xfoift sreramg cr^jv^mTOim: i 
irat fir wTfy^r i a^RiwoiiJi ' HWi r ^ q^ ivff(<ti<i<Li«<<iwN<a 
ttgj *u«pxn TO I JiTfu ^Jwrfy'fiTfcTOT J3rst^ : I =hir-M (4i«i=i n«i «i=r ^tysrxfti- 

Jfixfturt ^siTOK’fSRWtcT. 1 ^fwcl^snf^six % t[55j- 

ndjwTW^ if^cTT Hfti*id y^rfsj^lfr^T x^X 

t}r5?jf^fRSfrJiwr^ J7#3«mx ixf^x wcrrfwRrnr: sN%$fq wxJix^fix^ 

• 'X^pff 4 \ ifctim'HK^K^Xcl ^Fti+ri^fy^ix: | 

^rawg anrwi^^tWKHscra^ t*^*^ i ^qvrtjr^: 

i ’mrsx?: fw : *rfafwRi^flfrr g grewfaftsfii «r xs^^r- 

f^X 1 f^fj 9^-OTWCPT ^Wxuiiflx^'xq^rJXIW^llR^T ifl | ?ixg- 
■ •U f4(Z5)JT^2tif'?^lffl'*Xff^SJX fqgESJtp^Jf iqxi: ft K |IR^ tRi 
^ I nHI HHTUl'! 
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< 0 * 


- < i| l -g I >c^3^ R m(fiX^ ^JTcT. | «J g | cRcfFiarr 

3 ^^r^fcj | fi^TT Tf «rn^: | *2% VlTtS^^rm trfcItRr: yg: f%?Tp | fgfH- 

^irirg m i fwsrsj fro^ i 

*PP |) 3[fff yxM(UJ44KI9 «rr *^ ? 

f r-f<?T VIc 2 Tpc.c^ | 

^T5W I CUJT ®%5fn qjq^ clrf^TnfiiEqf^^ | jj 

^sr* i ^^Tf^Fr: ^ ^ 

^ ^nf^wqrf^^rfycmTa I ^r?=r 
«* 1 ^rsfwT wti wwc f?rcstw^Pr 

^ xp& Tjfer ^rm^.xqqx- 
»rra%w yfcwwfii it 5 <n^WnfaqRmfmTTv 

^ i *Fsn*rrc*f w^f^i«nr*Tsr?r- 

*nftf ^ri^m^Jrwa^T ^ffXTT^TMqwfcffT | cf^^TT- 

jTtfr wff^^nf^^fTTSfT *ro yfairyT- 

fef^T^W'. I rmt’imv* m «#rm§ fkwm ^ 

^n^ryjwrifxn *x ^ SsftWcr f*ra*TT*TOT*r 

^•Wif^R ci^fcr q\^l | ?mjRJn^^iTf^- 

MWy^rroraRTjra^tWT^ ^Wtj *r ^ 

^%f?r , q^^rx- 

«*JRRTf^lT , 

^fRnr^m w^fwtj?WffT<tT*r*T ^rfwfvsrr 1%Trvrsq- 
fCfT?|: | ^ TOTO* WcJqTOW?^lf?;W: qH\ ^cR 
snjiwTO’CT! 

I TRKmVi ^iWTfiRtiR'M^JU «)TO ^«IFrPU^v3rfT 
cu»R>f%: ctot rrgrnfqf ^Tfcrr^Jr WTWfRTj^coi(nf)EfTcT i 

srnn^ RTfafa wx <TOFmw*rr%sr a^TOTrnrijffjcw i 
T^f^ir-^rjrt stsreTf*^ c^t irrorTW 

*’. T ' r ' a ^ ; 1 ^ ^TMt?: TOW?: V^'^n^UTT^U SlfcH*^- 

««jnwi^ vpg^rfcf % r ^aj^j tr^i- 

m*tT^*S a«r TO^i*? ^JTW: | *Rjy T 
*'** n *-HW fi?w r!art^^ry%«r f)3*< ftjg ?f 

I wraRTBft ^cmit toVr-- 

frv m\f*ir r«,R g^f ^ BT g^. 

^?nwi?T i my | cR^r^^rmt 














MIN/Sr^ 






i qq qq^fp ct^tt 3^nrn^mrrr ^rfqwrfi- 
cT^JTTfy^TfCWT fq>1ttiMI«i«rUlfq cTcH^tWTJTRf®:^ q TTtftqSJtTT 

jfcr ^^m^i^<qr^w!5fsiraqTq wqfq ^qwt qwqRT- 

*rift i^OTJq^n'^T^frryT fNre - qn<qq q^i* 
wqrwqqqfqqqrsfaqK: faqjrfa qtqqqiTfqqrqTqrqsqqnfafaqrqftq:- 
Ttm qf?r fargrjj qr?nqq wra^TTRn i traqrrt q^qntqqrifoit 
q i qrqqqS^ n^mT^ciq^q^ ^cRifl^ui^qra^r^^fcf i 

frqx ft icftn'r qrqDrqrq: qTHlfeqgwTqqrrt: i ^wtjrf qmyqrejft 
wtnT qrq^rgtjn *PT«^T5pi *rei fnisr- «jis ^t?ff fl*qrfqfw i 
<rqq snrfffi I fqpn qfafqriiqwn: qqiq?q q i qrq^nt^qiqtrc^ 
^shnqqqffqqT«r? i qwtr^T ft ^4H i qtqqqrrqr qqrqiqq I 
^flq^ifcqfcfwTOW^TTf^^^qqffrafq qfqsrrar ^q'tfqqrcif^^si- 
fflsrqtTq^tjmr: i t^Ttqqrqrfqqrg q crqfcr qiqtro^qq qnrfq^ 
qqqq i q^nqj^ wm i 

4. STc-sgi ^qMfqHqiT«Enff^qfa^Tq%q«t® qqnTfaqrTqqfnqrqqT 
qproqgfq »jqtfa pfaqqqTfq I qq qtTtrDn I ^51^ ^fqqqi t Irrar- 
tiT: t rjfafw: i sifterl wrT 5nqr qqrmqgw mx i w qnrccri 
WT^T % 1 TS I 3 ftqq^ 3 rq|t£q q?q«m: WTSqiq I STjJT'S.fqqj- 

JTTqq] fq^flTSTTillfaf*?: | qjgq^J q<qt qgrJrflfawtfq || 

%nfft% 5 fq ij«§T*n% tcrftqrR; qqq ^snt^q q^r qqTfqqrrc- 
nfararr i 


f q a H T. fq | qrqqTJf qq qF^j-fajirfa qqqiq q^wntfa qqqf3 fqs- 
jjxfa qqqrt qqnrrfa St*nt »-TTS3TtfH qqnf^ »wraTfH qqviq ^tj- 
jnfn qqqiq ^ffqqqtfn *iqwt% firemrfa qqqiq wren Dm (fa qq*n% 
qrtrwqqq^q rcrqjrrTfltfq i q^qq qfqrm l q*qq^q qqq- 

*cnnfqsq» w ftfq : crq 7 '' qrains? i qfq?rqrqq : i 

qir-qrqqrsfq i ^ qT ^jr<qjfatTfawt I qqnr% 3 

c^ft^T qntCT *T%nqT u 

I y^rq JW q^t ^ft^Ttfq qr I c?qni% fqm 
flt.Tr *Tjm Tjqng Tfff^qT sfq h 

rp«Pft qfatq« T fa^fa yfayrf^y, 

6 Tra^fqif^T5qfq qqqjfq ■■JTojnq i cltT t flTTq: I W^Tfnn- 
y 5 n ; qqirqifa*qfS ji|q qr i ^forw Drt | AiTn qiqJ 
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gw*fat i ^Pfi fMh n 

y«rerfq i fqqn^yqw ftqy ^tct^; qq -gfq i fq<mrqT ft^qr- 
qwrcnwfy^frp: qqfh q g q?qrn i 

qqq^ q w *mn qrqqqraqTq i qrrq^fq q qrrrqT fqgqiqret- 

^srfnfci q ^tf?T3R i<ifi|ci i«T^<q^^xfW^ftKV[fcr i 

aiinfwpqqq^tqfqqqi qfq i qjqqiq qRqr?.^r *qqnTfhqqq^qrq 
fqcrcT ^tJiTfrr 4m qr qqtfa »qrg: f^rar«T% q qjfyqrq qqqpq i 
^qqrsfa i yhr '<iwij’ra fqq%q: ^%t^j: i ^?jt q;f?q% qifq 
fwrm: fqqifq qr i yq4i ^qratr jjtcit ww qfq wrawfafcr i ys§- 

q4rvrrqq ^JrtqTqrrfwffcrrqr: q<qjT ^Tqr^vfr%sfy^KHTW i qi?K- 

©• 

qrq fasrh^r: i y%rqqqnrr sqjtqrqTqTq l 

qil(*U^ISfq | f?m qyj q^RT% fqyi I **FIT ?T qqqt 
qre qr qfqg: qwftfq i fqqrfqq Trr§%y qc^u fqfgmfq n 
qstrfcT i 

6. qihq^%qrfqqqrqt y^rrqnm^rc qjqqourr? i fqqqq- 
qqt PrqiJnR^tfyy qqq qfqyq qnq i qrfq^Jir- 
fqyjT'g cTCtT*rfqv(rtfi^«q^t^^M!'«Tq'qq fqqiqqTqqTTjqqcsaT: qfhw 
qerq^Tfy<q*ll q q ypTR I ^q;*Pfqsqq<q«H.q q^TT yqqjqqqraqq | qqr 
q jft'qq: i fqcuftqfqqf’qsfT fqqspwtfcq wt wctto qH qx fqqjqff i 
•qqqqjy f^qypqjpq^fq^^qgq vnfaqrnq ^ qr ftqy«T%q | qf^ qfcj- 

q q rqq qq: i cim qqqfq I yq qr fqj?qiin<picr5?j feqqrq qr i qjsqqj 
’qr^qcqi-g qyiqt&q q^qfqfq fqqwyqyqqyqqjqqrqr^Hq q<qjT qqc- 
yfq i qqrr fqwnrrarqsfq i qr.'faiq ^wr4iqr qqirqrq^yfq i yy- 
qrq fq«rcr: yrrfqfq *wr yqfyjq qfh qqqqsmxT yqy»*r4t'|4t<qr* i 
qqpqqqrfq^qrrqnqqiqqTcqf qq q?qu yqyiqsft qrqjqfq fyqy i 
qFsPsftsfq I fjcqgjqiwyTpq fq^TUT Tpi fqqqq vqqqqr fqqqt qfqqq a jjfTs- 
tifqqmTqT qq yq^jqqftqqcyiT qfcT qqqqqraq I q^T q ^qawTqqqr 
qqrfttq qTq^rfqqqqpqfqyrqTfyqtfqq^Tfqr q4qrcrfqr i qqqT ^rfqq- 
w wq^q: wraqqq-1 fq4r^?T qrfqqrftqji: tffcr^qnqryq qfq ^Tirt- 
jjj^Tiaqq'qTBiTq^Tp^rfqqTyr?:® wyarnn: qq^q qqfqqqjyiyT^; q^ q 
qy qq^W yfiywi^ qfq ^qrq^i^ywi(^4^Tqqiqyqwq ^Iwrftqy- 
tffni wyyPf i ^irq qqj^fqq qqiqfqqvcfrqi 3r i qrfqqyqrsi^ 




























<SL 

wrjprr sf?f ’Sfa 1 t-=u41«u srstRfyeidMT f*35jT- 

sifq^nr 3 r<ptft *pffFJW%*r ^WHilTOIPfR ! lfW5;#IT Sprang* 

fai^j ffcf | cfUI i3Pd*rK>lfiT | ^PsTf^f rdf^ci f%rf cT^Rrflfkf^^T^rirf^ | 

^TT^T WfXpfftf if ^ 1 iTT§f^fifffafcf Wf^ ^fsrfsPrUTflftf UfcRW- 

S# >* V» C\ 'J 

^tttrjt ^ 3fc*mw?in f^Rratflr i 

7. cff^ fxrappg *!^rri wift5 ^rr^rrfst- 

^raTRtfT^RH ^RWTVtRT^f I ffWRT tfPSJT 
^ftrgnufq dr i Tj^%$«p^cnnfrsTT *§t®cffspmfTiiT ysnfqdiK: 
igffa^NiVrauw ^ si ^jrfa^pmr^S'w ws^r^rjt^ i ®r*PiTni- 

TrafaiR*H *[%?}_ I trffffTR'^TC^iT 

SRSRRT if BRiTCTifitifr I ^gfcf Xf^fr ci^T^T *2% <dlf3f?T?^f *f% %Pf- 
*fpr f^^TJrrf^tr^ip: xraftrRfafxrcmir i cr^xt i ^muixjxjfRifiRifir- 
isrrf^: dwn^^k^^nfxf tiraRRsiRiq^nRTff i ivxf srrjt 

fwsra *fxr cif| ^fxf tnrt- ?H 5 irer«fitugr mrfwfxnrf^ ^=§^fjr- 

?mt% avhw®PPR®r fslNfir xj cff^t^iJtf^ffmcr^ii^RRf ^jrr: 'jjjNr- 

grq^ra^f^ft Hxrfxx %T$ftT UTJfxff *<?JTTWfRw ira|3RTJ;»Xf%? | 

>j _ >» \i 

*m jifr^tr efH f*r|%fxf jftk wH f^%(4i^tf«ii fii^jr- 
^r xRffid^irsiT^tfRfT Tjsm sffrRnffraw ipip, I *m*ro 
^^'yiydtcf: | V*f'UR^pSPJcRT fct=n*ri|r4- 
*Rp?rew% PfiaffMi«$ i^nft ^r ^pcr * 1 % 

if I f|5f wr f^W ?RcfT 3T 

cRT f%xff^rra^fcfRT iR ?RRT?T. I WT ^ JTfXTflcf-c|y |fi( fiRTJlfsfi;- 

=q - ^%3 wlfxwHIlWH# I f^TS fwtRlfil^TiTR fRpJjgsrRW^nRif 
*rsf: iXRTf<^^ : ?RfIRr iR tRTfy'^RtffxRRilTfffdTRT 

g ff i T M T fi: ^ **)tPrt »rOT«i^« 9 i^^cfRi*TWRT<^c^»fsf?:ejqtf^n ^ T . 
tfTWR I 

xmfafffi wr^rif^raRr^Tg :1 dfiffaR ^^w^rsrt i fxd^ivnwrfR 
fiftnr »wrif*rwfi|*«w^^ ^ 

tfrigt ^srpjRl^f i ^icifl i ^rfd>T3i ^%f^sfif stxjf^; sr xj^^rjr 

^ cRJT^^fiWid^ffT | ^RgfVfif fipftjft iffi^TR jrfcf | cfTlRTWR I 
’SSTcf^sf I ^ JTTJT: *f cf^T ^J7f Sjtfftfxr 'jqfvram iR#|XTr- 

flifTRrRW^wnr^’ *fR%f qfxfuxf^m | ^ ^3 ^RimTnj^r. ygif^si^jrfir 

WTJf ^ifif r^iRlij «nfVTH Wf^PJ. I ff® 9T 
^t^Rifdvtf^^ KM4 ^rtf4^RTc^ 1 ii^^T "irrfn« 
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cm ^trrfPiT WFfn^Frarfwfff ssigTwr to«- 

_£_ 5e _ r~ "V r <-. ^ 

I 


f%3jlfcTiJW m%Tjf?iqrai q^t^THTT- 

?re ’g ci^jt | 

9 m ?rsifw 9 ^TTi%TnTf<icimfafag uiw^; i i,ggm*Bii(gBfg 

tjw grfig t qmsxfk 9 i sm 

qmsrqqi^xg 3>«9is.mrfqn%Hj T^TprfVrr^^re^rcfq citgre^ Kig m**?- 
"TT 9 _ | 9 ^,T 9 ^ qfg 9 X 910*9 qitgq^mfgf^ 9 q 591 *qgjg 

gicqggg i^xfgfg gggxmg ^xfggmig fanmfa i g #} w.gmrl- 


?Hf9Tf% gggif9X93WBGGRre*T»g f%9T: g 5 WTl^ %TSf9 fg^ra: I 9'^TT’g- 
5 swfgft%[Jrg^*rcmq | gjggg ^ggg g ^b- 

xlfggfmfjgfg gxgdig: i ffRn^rijgw i grajBgg^re: grr%i- 

sfg wx wifgfg ^nwwg q'giftgrafgiqgr fim ggrareBfgg gaxgx- 
f^frnfq gig fgfgii^j gxgjiigBggicifggixss! 1 

8 . gxfagrgggj i WTiiBRgniqrgqEq'nT gfg wregmgx ?ti%g 
JTWrffT I ^fafgurgN ^irngg *fg fgqggjg^iBT^: 1 wguigT 
iicrgftT gwcig 1 qgqmg^igsjwgxg^ i gg B^gpwxgxflfggiy gfg 
v gixqqfgfsggf'g 1 

grgigg.1 ^re^gvgqggx g^rr^^ggTBgTHvgBrog 
■g»TBT'gxR<gfifg gTfqswgxg *rfg grn^wgwg$gjT 5 icgxg i ggggg- ®c^- 
ggggjnrxngrg fx'g i gt^itgirq g^g qjsraxwsregi ilggglgfiwuir- 
xtm 1 9t% fxro^fixgmg g^i: gn4i; wxiftrgfT: | fg*[5Tc?f Brai- 

gjgi gra 'ggg l sgrngi =rggx»gT*j, i ggg git wgjrorg g«g *fg 
g^rg gjrirr?: | ggifg jglgggxgiffggr» 3 isgg fggfigfafa is i 'swmax- 
g<-;xi -rfatf 1 g^Tjggyig 1 gi xgi*ggi^Tgf;gxgTfg ilggxg^w.ggsrxg- 
T-a-wg B^Tiggrigrungg ^ i gj^xgg g^gwiTr' g^gg itggiggif- 
*iTi fagfaxqfBfg <3 fgfggmErnriggjgg ;h i smf? 1 grig gwiws^ 
mgsT^ggriicg ifagBT^n^jTggggg't grgrpgg 1 gjggyg g gm 

»gqTwfg igifgRfvgsri' mnwreireg gxgaHgxwgggni. i rnig^fa^^rag 
gfwnqig^ 1 


w gi.jriiBiirgtgi *%i tpnggflfcf graig gshxfiajmT fnfBgqxrrg- 
gTf : '""j 1 '3^-’M - u trp^ T: fi ff ,f ^iwtrtg g«xncgfgsrfgggsgrfp© trfgg- 
^imi^irTWT.r^r^%fh3gT gTfg^W’BTHTgT: gftfg%T^^g^9 gfaiw 
feggrcn'g gg^wffg gxmf^i.djf^sfxHTgT * •■ rmi «igi9fgr^ smr ire- 






















MiNisr^ 



Secs. 9. 10-] 


fqvrim^^-fKiKg i 



^xrrn^rT! u4wt; tjfaiwTs? mfif ysr^rg 

tTlfft ^XT<ftfr fqf\jqqy|y«£«f q^qfsTOT cjq# ffq% 
n^fftrsTf^iT q^qyjtfifMfy^y^wAy t<y iHyPfyyT- 

frl ' J Tra qs?l% 37*15 fqfqTqqiq: gqro qqnftfcT g ^%T: y^'elHKmR- 
wsci ?r»jflSri^r qq^gyro^rrayy^jnRTi^fc feyy 5 g wt- 
fa^T^ffify yfaqrtgro i 

9. ^ qifeg 5 ? ro<TOTyqqywrft<q 50? fffat^fcrr- 
5Rmtqr^gxtxffi w^^ftqgwy^KR^fw^^Tgwi ygr aR3TOreiq5fPT5T- 

ctytffq tr I cT^rfq ffc roR gq JZ^fl q<qt %fclfs[%y 5501 
qq yqtnro tral^cR sqrrfRTT ?fg i 

qqfq ?t^I qqntf^rfy^qwrgrfg ?rrqq*yJTgi yqwfjifer ng 
5fty*nT(^u4ifmJTHT^ q^tfqqq qqfer fqqifqg g 

^iq^raiiwaifflfq i 

10. q^rorfl fqrryqf^mT rfa qg i \ fqcq it f^nfq g 

qmiy<f}q*Tr=ryqy ^mrfmiT^T^rq ^WlPr 5Tf*r I £jqm- 

w% q4gi yywJTfi^TTR: sfer qtnq^fcngnftjungi fqqjsqw^jmrW^fq 
%qTfrqrfqtiyTfqg3r?JHT^ fq^K^isq^y^^fifi^ 3Tfg | ^ 

3Tf^5lf«^RR4T^ q^JT! ’tiqftq yqJTf^i fqfgqg I fq^RT «Ug- 
qw q*iRt wqfff qrqpu i 'ygm: ^unro g qrcr^sriqqqr^fcr ii 
gqsTTgJTOffciyrfHyRTyT: gqtWyJTCTWfym I snpTwft 

WT qwt^3i jp : qaigiT I 5 g qqpHjiST | wqrfq qwqrom ^jpg 
qrpjcrg i qgre i qfq qqrliq f^rg^Tfqirr TV^ttj i error qsrsrw- 
anq gqqj TTOT q 'ifq II ^afeft irftmqqq%»qt qifqqjrfq ^rqiaVroTOT- 

irr^<sr wroreft jm^g i q^r ^ «3' i »=h! ! arrkg^i wqrnlu 
sna^rai '^ ; gp^ragSrqijri^’tiTq^qiy^ 5»g cjcqrK^'^l-sig^rsn^rc 
f«rqsjTS=qqT i *ror fli^jrarrigroi q4?q^sraq sq: n ^rafl’s^T^fq | srsnnrg 
fqsft yq *r frorran ; wxq q^y^ritrcqcflai^Tfq |jqpq?r ii 
*qinnn qw% g yrs^^m yy i emr q fq^: i Wwnr qqqrqqrqfq 
*>m f**n i ^ pSr&ajijq^ \ ^ ^ 

wrooww^ '9^™^ y gqsqgq qf^g ! qjfqqq T qjfqyror 
«qWTq TO.q | qsjJ^iq^fj^fq Jggr *T f%»rj %q | gqrqr: fqqyig | 

yyi 'xri^TU’i Tef^fnyror qniqrgni Vrgyq^=fl(qpqT! ^?qjf{: qf\qr 
^gi qq^re*qw yyi ^ fq^q jj^q: | q^qjq,qqrjr 5jf,i!ifvr- 
si^rnr i 
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cTW^^irwf^iT fwxpq wjftw mt4t 

^n^JiPr ^T^JDTflW Wfe ^TWf% 

qqiTTsRW I g W^IJflfq 5TI Pw < I ^jfWPITH I 

3tt 5jfw^tf?:iDi»t i f4rarf^ trt%- 

riT^fq i q^mrrrerr ^?j wpg JTfrf%% sfcr n ?ra i wrf^TKT- 
ftrisrrT^Ttratf^nH I ttfofcTT^y:^«jr ^TH^rufiT^rfc^iffifh i 
n^x?; q’g7q r«W«l4irf5roT*iTgqfq'*H K*t uriRM^^^i o^p4 qraf^- 

f¥w*qw I 

q^fscrc: *7*ng i favning q%?ficqra *M%- 

fw«TjR?r g ?joSrtprr^TTO ^*TT5i^T^TU^fcnsfi ifcr 



*jg*rr ’ETHcnp i 

11. sjcmik qgfarfqg i gq|g- 

XW^rTTW^ ^ tr^IT 'em ^gfflfcT t^wrfxi 

w^^sfV^?jfw«RTf^5w?rrw i Trc^ qjqqtrn sfcr gwg. 

crcki^Rxfqwt *rarfa tfHx *« ufH ^^rrewi^N^nf^iT mqg- 

TTf® fefSRXre c.^rfh tfHnir fifc}Tf)=t 

m^Tdi^sPr ?xf<T gftsRjpu^j fi^iw- 

fy^rrTi irPrcea: I ^ qtfHfsfq hits* 1 snfN#crfro *re- 

qX ^ t fcf q ^^cifucir'jn' f%T*w 3j?rafirarasR ^tt spscr 

i i ^ ifHr: ggqW- ggfcr q^rpqhr- 

^grsnmretfhnr^ tpra ql^g fnfqfag 1 ? gwN^fc;^- 

frg^^gggcrHiR wqqran* Hrgqxmqqffr. i gwtgqrfitftffr 
tflgtf^ qrfHntp?T^r?n' efT I g^W^RTT tflW ci^T^raT m®qT?r 

f^Jqq^rcfarfqttgcr vm Hjr^ | qxf[g fgfg^fqfqqi^rJTTtifg; | 

^qiwttiwfqgifoqg trr^fqrfw rmsi^wq ^cre« I ?raT ^ *ro I 
'^mrg^^tEgfjgg ftruj: qcp£w i wrr ww u 

Ctar^m^fq i ggcfr^qxfl ^ isws^srtw qfq?rcfrw: fqerr*r?: fqou ^ni 
wtct?;: gcnSim: xp=j ; iftg: qjftg q;tn«tf^ gftpuTsng^ra I f%- 

iHWK'iiTCtg ^jn^ifT^q | II ^TO | 

fq^rfrftiR^rq rlfw^q ^(f<|¥W?i fiprc^q I f% 

Sflqsr fl^TOt?r< |T g gfqaB’T*! frtTqi^^wr I flvqf^SJcT: gwl 

f'^rrtfrr *z«g crfjqJgWTffiT fq^gq^R 

% ?f f Tlf%giP V:qfq n|^ tfT ^qmq ftHS^FfT % qt H^rxfqq?- 






























misT/fy 



Q 


fee, 11.] 


f%VT Ml I | 


i% 


fqq?*£M 5£qTfqqi?T ; q«tTrg 

g qd^j JTHIfi: q^%T »T fqqfqTcTT 51 ^ erfonSHMT TOTfTWqTSfq 
q^jlT JmjJTRT »r ftppTOTT 5nfq cf^MT I 5£%5T <j^qfqcnrpgrq TOfef 
g^q^jx^q: ^fci^J!Ta-tr««m^qq^T?i^q ttoirt fkvrar 

O' ^ C s * ^ 

^raKi: q^JW^crq ^qcf: STfqqT I 

*5 ^rfcRU^ snpqcq cTrtl=h<JUMl3ra | 5TON- 

fqqrfT?ra^ fqTT?%qW^fq I. ^TOT^l^rar: fer^rax: fqWWTfJH: | 
flunks ^Rfr^gr ^nfqqii ^THql^qfafq ^qqrrq I *rfqwr g qqq *ra% 
fqfaqrTcr *fq •q | qwg. *TTgcT: fqgcHqqfq | 

qiqqqqr *m*r w*& t%rm^q fqfqq^q qr sfq 5jn§q*i. i ^r q^ra^T- 
irra ^turrfqqq^q fq^irq qwr mwfftTffqfarci q’snqtqqifti 
^nPnsJ fqHuniT^mnflffi ww i 

ipfWJUflT^ i Pfqww *2^ 
q^ cq^ci fxq?}HTfji5i^| 3r*r qnxf sjq fqcrin'wig | ^rwcjiir ^ 

fiprog ftjggjTTr^i qr gmg i n TOrrcrgj srsqttf sqrgqr wwe^ t 

qWR cTcTjf%T qifq fqcfTT TOT || *fcf qq^T^^sg^r g : sntra;- 
qJZSrsrfVqro;: *T STtw^q «jqs I t^WT qmsr<?n^f% I 

^T<|i!ir%qT3rtcnqTf* : T^ifq g qraifcTf^^rerf^q ^r^qrrftcqq c 
qp^r qq]qr?^ro5W% qrar- trqlqrqqffq *fq fsrqflrqjr i »qxg 

^(^qjfi^fifRqrqiTq^qftqsiipqfiraT^ qrfrq^ q 5=r^q i 

^xfjTST q:qiqq{T?:qigqq\KyiiH*<<qr crqtqqq | ( 

| afxcwrq^ g’ql *rqfq «tqq: i Pi<i»ir«q«r4q ^ ^raaj- 

II crwf^fcT ^g^qtqqsrfqtq^iqqiTOT^qqTJra^W WWFTffiTCTh 

xq'rf dmq t qq ftg^rq? qsf«R5T ?t qq q5»*uu^tfcT sr<qt«iffe<|i?rfTO 
qqwjf^qi qfq 5jfqcrn I 

ir^pjfat n%TqqiER!qi^^T^qf^f%^f*nTTmmf^s(f%R?g^ i qq 5rfq- 
^ft^a^qT^n^ w^wsi* i q qqfft^f^r q ^ *j j 

q^ 7 " 5nr%t% i jitw gr$ T 

^i,1«nTwf« : q%Trqcrqifir®g;?T ^ ^qi qwfn: 

Fpqwraf qswJTf^qjr^fq i fq?rr q^q^q stotht q^«fl«f%i- 
sg^flroifrm 1i *=Rfqq| | qfrreft gtq»Rwrfwa^«iirni% w -1 n^ng. 

^fWrt \\ ^faf^crl- \ fq^urmwl sfjq^Tfi q^ 
g«f*qqt i ^rf q^!rg,i ixt 
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^rarrlhr ^f^rn i *m\ qr?f% tfrpftF 11 wMjqq- 

wfir^iRfar: l qpui %r^T?f 5fJ)fcT q^Hprrsjqqfprm i q^J aw tRot 
ay(?mftfcr fi^tnq u ?n^R*sw: | trfg: l 

wrwra fw: %qrr- qR^rra star i irawifqp gTnwnf^ 


q^ffsr i 

a^rra uqt^ns^w% fqvrifira^q^afKqsriTfofft q<qtfh fenj 
12. ^ 4lwrqitr*is •A'q^fcifqtFniN qjqRcrr <j^r? i f^HMT 

*qrq^T % p qnjRqnq ^if^cn: i qqfqwrqpiir %qt sarai a 1 
*KT '+Py<Ifjft%cT ?ralr?T W¥ I ST «TOFT cfPT STHT: %Fpq^I I 

*jt riFJ wfjnft pt g crtts®; ^rajrnffh i qjfnpTRf %wTS3wraTfq(£w 
^ l ste^rsnnj g: mp*Uvm$Tftn ?fw | irraTfer w ifr: 
CTT ; ^nifsrsT TfffTII qRiqqiqTqsrfn^T: 5H^"« , W‘htr1siTcT > cJf^STqfcRS 
W 2 FT cTRJ VTT3T: f^rafacT *fcf q’jp Wf^lWffl^j 31*9^ 

, qTqqqr*j \r^r^fTRT^(f4ci=fiTii ^arfhwsrCT^^f^grn^'ifxniTfiTiqvrr^ #^ 5 - 
%T^afai^n:: TTcffw q^Rj trefcrraqRTJT i fq^ si «iam *fh 


^^TfqwfTvRirqsrPtqqqj^T ffi^t^ciTEi ^nrrarrigT^m^ 1 fqqwtw^- 
5 fq*w ®frx %rq«qrr cw^^fwjraRjfaTiRtor fwptfq l 
fa'a 1 qc-rpa q®^ sqrqfkqnr^iyqi^Tf^qrqsTTqt ^^rrfqqwfqq- 
qp fq^q^’qstFfT^SJ'rqFTr I arqj: fqsjrefq?rqq , qqTwrtqTq | 

w€t<*rtfs q^jnunsr^qsg sqr^fqqTroq^ fqifaqpqsr *ng r^- 
wqjmqfh 1 ¥wfhq^qqsg i^Tf^fq^qei^RTq w^%p*if«fqnq;%[qqi 


st f%cffa: 1 s*n%rfpi qr^r : 1 qrfq«nT- 
?}puiirrw^W ysf cT^qrq^Tqifer um cT^T ^%WftSfr ^IqcT^tTa^tqiTr- 

•STfHcTT qq,T H ^rpsff^sq'irfq | *T qfpft W | qifq*TJre«T3TqcITfrci- 


fq^rhqi^siqjq^faqfafimfrraq^rar ^ sw^qra 


•vt . 

fisqqT 


snfq ?tfTO 



qf*'-.«’qr5<qaiqffln% frcjn ^ *rs?iqtf?r 


qr^qsuqTOfnum'iiq: 1 q^if^q stag <i^a!iWP3 qwi^cFirart 
qfi^ T 1 ^i^rTq sETs?^TfqHqr»qT^f«qiTonwaaT9r: qrazjq *fer ’irq \ 
^sq qiwjn^Rrr^qtirm 1 arer ’qertUT | 

fri ft sFsiKr^rv^^jft® qsH^rfflTqsrr^ *qrafwrc*rT^?g qfqqq- 
qiWfl.1 f«s ^ q^i^(qqnrqr<3r%f?r 1 *id qq ^nffa^fq-Enq-rf^ 

Hit rqcrfTW^r'Tiqm q g fq*fP*T*roq I f^HTJuilHTSTT^fevm* 























ec. 12.] 




^-0 


g^jjjxTir^T^T^tTT^ q^fer ^l «rf^| iwrfrinpHr fhwrnf%3%r#g 

i qqpRq ?pq- 

ifffir f^wmfWT 3^11 fwr«tsM4«i«ifri si srm- 

%q i ^T^fy^KT'4fi^ fwsras WT^Ki^r^ffisfa | 

cK*IK ftcrei %Ttf?: I ciqi ^ fqqjqqqfafl | 

f°[i fqct^ JI^t^TflTfflfcT I ^mfaflvfiwgnfefr I 

cm 51 STSTiR: 35*31: I c|T?Xl%r: ftrir: qsnqrejccfTRnq »qmvrm qpftci: 
qsq^Tcfyqirc^ra:! 5qfq f%crt^n I ^fqqfira^fRsiniR ^sjqiftfq- 
qTqTT^Rqqsai'l. | ^fq -q | fqqi »qmr ^ fq«wrw^;q^ srqteqra- 
crqr ^twt q 5fra% q^= xraqrwr frnii q^%i: 

fiqj: ^sj^=qtw^qfqqwwqfqqwwftn!i%rl^ frPnnqsj ^5?? rm^j iqr^- 

WT^qfq xf ftfcifi: qRTCTT qi<4«!fqJL?qi5iT«iqr^ »qTg»?r: qsffiq^r^fimr- 

Wqqcqifq qffi: I *MpH Wl tWS^nifqsiqmT gwfq3iT^T q?RT 51 5 531^- 
«T% fqgfqfq 1 

| fq^TkfqHefi«^c3 fa £qS!Wjqq si SRI STt? fawrowfasnfir- 
wrirfq^wim^Tc^ i *qqq;q qraJiTw%Tsfq I fanrflq<*k<qiw i srar?? 
qwfa= I fwifiT q: q5f: ftmr 5imi w=r ^rf%JcT: | fqg^mqi q]sri 
*T Ci^%^ *3*qq 3[fq II • q:%ii ^qTfrq f% fa®WT3fq<25iT5rt fqsfqenfllT- 
f4qq^S!TfTOHiiq^?q1%ci: *Wqfcf cRq fk*MV *RT: qqqqrifNr qsqfq- 
wnr^i'%q qriq qiRf^ff . qnq wr cmqisrfH^qqqiqi^iq qsqq^jjfwqqr 
f^ctxr I sr qj^qwiT qpaaiTflfq BWq^apen^ 

i q}ffiq^T3iTf* ; I?lf5q^lTt f ii*it ^u^RS'lqwr^ JT^iffr- 

^5TO5I gj^^TCTf^li^frt «Pnrrft5iWWcT5Cq 5f 5fef%^T?PC | cTWT^WTS- 

jrar ^T^^^rftRrrcf^rfwt ^ : ^ r * JT ^ : l ^ 

^ict: . qqrfa9i3®i3^q ; ^ >: f<s:q i r ^fl^sfiiqrtforl 

q^tiq 1 1 f^qf^^rpj-q- 

flT^t | sn^qqsj'flTW^ q53T ^fa ^r§Tfa*T[M3tfK3irtlfa| qc^^ 

^irqfWJS ^ ^ srqqq5[Tfq«f: | sjf^isfq , ^ 

srwt rnTwnx I ^RTT qfflf^wxMT vm ^ t awiy^ i 

jf^T^TSffaRWffyJ ^3Tfafqq5j«w | $i$Tffl[arR»pRIT | 

qwfq fqq^^^T | *3qqrafaj fqfaqRi jjsjr^jqift'fq- 

*n*| W 1 *fl t«i^ q?;T5R | ciTCq«jWq sq^ qW?- 

q^JQS’snfq It q^Rq^T ^fij qfq^<q,f q^ ( <^ ar r i g ii -# (iiqqT q 

























§L 
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^ „. ..13Rtw w wrar 

fay^at«tlrqtrmf3 3T3$rf3f3 cT^IT JTffa 33*3333 33^3 33a}fcT Sf^Wp 
S3W OS) 3?3jT 33 nftsprei^W 33ifl | 

^btilR'l 3*i '3 3J3fta33T37«7T 3331 | 3733^7 
WTO q*T ^*£1 3733 cW7 q^t 3W3 | 33H73 
tWt ^fifaim^wnr «n@ww1fcT i 33*13 arfa niqtrfe?? 
fq^rarSHW q^Hicqra *r*3ar% i iqT^riiirsrr: 331 ^ 77373^3 37 ^3 [ f g- 
333i*33^^qqf*faifa^f335if7!i i ^m=<±u3wKi*ij X |=q i ^ ^ 
q^t'J^MKt^W I qfoirfaiqiftfq 313<3lfa qra qqf^fw | 373377 qx^^fa- 
^•q^iT|T I 3Rj^7 3T^I3nffaf*g 733fi WTCIW: I 33*3farr affair qqji^q 
3 i 3 f 3 fq: 3 J 3 rftr i] ^s^^RTni^q^iiTfl^T^pn^tiirf 33331*77337 i 
q^faRsrarinn^fanflPr ^swiwfirqTre^r? i ewfa: I ^rjq^x: 

Tn-qC^^T! 3^i*313f33f33i: | 33r 33 1^T5TT 333falf33fc7f| 3 : || 
q-^ 1(i r^r^T KfcT 35W3lf33431I313133r^3W | 33f 333373131?$ 

3rsrti«Hy'tariff I 3^fsi3f3aj]333 3qi?iiip7i7?3'rii3firi7i3 3337 % 3rg}3r- 
3333 3i3JiT3lf3 qronrifcr 373 fqfqsrfmqr i 
13. 3333ittx33t41 

37 373P811 3^ iqTqfq^tq^ 31 g33T qqqfcitnft 3T I 3 3X33713ffariq: | 
373331(3*3131373, | 3(33 3713%! 37731Sf*3 | 33lf$ 3tf3VT3i3ITj3 3J3- 

3333133 «rpjfr3f*fa zrwig nV-i sriTfisfaiD 33 : 3 T 3 i 33 ra< 3 Rq?sqTq- 
J13! I 3 "3 3T3I1rj>u<f313+3^wriRf 37373 | 37*7 3Rr?ifq 
qqrfci^ifxiqi 3raT*3i 3773373333 f33j3i3*T733i: ?fa;»r 337 ^ 331373 ^ 
^(3T?qfTr3n3r3T I 3rfmrf3ITfe ?Tl(3jqffg c?33i%3 33jqfT3T%3 qfq 
jft3*r333137313 3|fq qglifsfgfaffiSfq ^(3^37# 3^T3T: fqjfilfcf 33^ 
33273 Tf3 3*7 %rqqfxI%TSf% 3 g cixffaqf: | 33777 : qfciqij 3T?3 Wfa3t33- 
T3'7tsft3T3UJrt 3P§Tf?13iift 33R iq^TfjT 3 g »37<|3rrfil3 333333 | 33 33 

33f f3*T3> 3 g 3713137*$: I 333^33373733 31313^3 fawnttwr *fq 


333H v | 331 3 nw: ^737333 3337: 73737x7773133137531: | 3-3^1 pj 473;- 
qSTTt: ^TrqfrT: 3r^3T*lf3MHi^T^f^n5reT 331- 
SW^T 1 Jnq Tfa 3t^T3TgT7ITTW' = f'Wfa'X:3r%37f33 (-33373 I 3 3 3373 
fwinqfa^nf^^ | qx337imriirrWt313 | 3337373 333lf3 BT3?RTf3 | XfaTT 
f333f33r<Tf»»rHir»7^f< ? ^^^3TTa333i: |. 37333T^T3ai37%T5fq qfafax^l 
fq7R3r37 , T37»3TTn^^ rT ^ j ffa^RTC 3f3qq?3f3*a313;3 | 

^331713373717^^7^ 3 | qfqfqq- 






























Sec. 13.] 


fwniFfxra?^ i i 


<4 


qrfqfqefiqr<q#^ifa sfesrfqqqqrqT qrTqpTrqfagqncr i qqrafrfqvr- 
m (sft'^xf'i.'i I'wHTfmflrnff^iT^ fqq3>«nqqTfqq"qqTqT q?q i sq- 
^iqinf^cTsqT^TTO^T^Tt?^^ SW^rcT I 


J 

»r^ qwfor^Tqitftfq ct^jpr^iw^ qatwift- 

qqqrcqqqqqqqfqqqpmfq fasjfq qqrfqqfqq^Tqfqq qrqfafq qpq* i 
^T qqkw qq n ^TcI^T q fqcrcf- q^T ^p- 

*fit[ff\Hi qnfiqr^jn qqqTq^^q*qqqqiqqrqcqrq i qj^rai q^qqqfiq- 
fqWJI^T: STc^fq qqq fq^afar ^mraHT^nrqT^TiTtfei * 3 PT | qq- 
fqmnq4qqrq cp^irrqqq sfq qfq qfi ^pqj^zqq q^k%r q 

«rrq^T q fqqrl' sfh qcqqra ^rirfrirqqqq q^qn^qfqqfrcqfqqrqqr 
srrepsr ■^qqunq’q^ «jm w^tqfq^rrqf qqqrrqfqqftfq fqqqjq qjq^rc- 
3H*s=) *fq ?PUfq: qq^Tq ^rqq: I wq;iq fqSTffiTqrTqiPr «qfq 

gjqi^iqrq qfq qq I | qn^p} qfq fqfirqH+Rvnfqfq 

q qq qrrqrqfa4f*w<wqf% qq fqqpi qfqf^q^qfq qtan 
^q^Hw'qqqi qq$i qftf^qq q g c?qf*renqrqTqq q^qTfqcw | 

qw *p?J£trqfq aqiqfqqrcrTO^ fqjrqfqqiqqiqrq^q 

qpqT^jqqrqwfjpqqiqrqfqqr^q I giT^fqtTqrq^i ^q^TrrqqjqiqqK- 
*qqwqi qjqqq qfqqiqq 5^Tqrqpm i wfarf^qro qqifd^Trq- 
qwrfwfpr ^qcqtfqqrfqqKTqqiqqifflfq i qprqq tw^rra! fq 
^xq^Tqr qqq mfq qqqpqqqifqqifq qraqrfq q i 


qq ptiq q if qqT Hlgf?rf'Gqqqwrqwr% fq^irqfli^f^ f«l*hv«f- 
^srfjiiqqTqtgfffijisjT | wqq-qqrfq qcqjqw fqWffiiqV’sfqqqqq q*q 
^T*5lTq snraqqqrqf I 

■sjqrfq 'i >*nfq i qqfq tjqqqnr^^f^qq^rq i 
qqfq tw^rf? i qqfq wt^sc fqqqj!rrq*pqsfq ^mqrrar fqqgj qjq- 
jyr^rffaq I qww qtWfnqT fqqunwqfq ^lqf%vrr5t fqfq^qr cpgT 
*rf* wmqwqrq^fWr g ftrottfe fl^firofHrfqv*- 

1 «W T* «* qqqq*wqrqj q qq fw^r q TOlfq^fqqqqfqtw , 

fqwracITOqfq , q %q , ftpg f^ T 

qqq i^fa<qq qq^lq^-^ qrqq I qqqpjjr *fq W %^qqqt€- 
fq«!T qif^Tf^Wr^qqp^. ^ 

qfrqqj: ' ^firerfqrfq^qqsl^ q q^qi^fq^qqw*?! 1 ^ 
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<§© 


gfjsjrKtarfaaiaa ^wfc H-cH a iam ^TaifafaWl’ i fa^raafssrw- 
q4h I *XTai 3T fqs^urra assHTWiat arF^n^^wfara: I 

^aH^wnggr* I axarwrai wmk: i aa fa<jaj%aif?igT WTfgaur 
jeaia fwa: awan watraxiflaT ^tHi?r *fa1 arawfawaaaaiw l aaj 
Xra T aaTaxaai-M«i'*1*i«i 0 l ^WJTT^rra^T^«T g faVllJHX°a c ti'<a c?^ f^3r- 
ws aawcranfag aa %gftfa i aa I aa; sxwfa^TaTaTaaraifa *rcm- 
•Ks^nirur^: ■ai'n*u ax ^ m j'l =ti i T *u aaifa y’a jaaira^xg taanar 

j^vxaw uuwi 1 &aia > faaTf^ttgP^a^^faxfa ^x^i^i^rr^f^n?T auifaia j 
r*tdi-Bj<iAfrrfti a ^Xa %aia]foaAax a^ai^ffVaaajffl^arexqjisjrraaar 

WfH$%T a araTf^TSfa: | 

ajrarfqanTraqT i i r^fasiafawraa? a aaw 

*ng ^«>rrf<eaaaw aaarfafig' awfag^tfRifk* JtXwfca ^aiw 
tra^^TTm^cI^ a^a f^’rTTW I 

as awsjTafg^iifr i 

jrrfg df-^»tf^^[xx: i ^fx^^x^ixpvxTwrfEts^sfh aa faaia^KMarfaxg 
awfagaia aa #^fa^areaasf*raxa anaxalfa aiaifl I aa aNf«- 
^rq^m aNffaat g ^rrvrtxr: ^ awr^tem aqfafa axa^a wgx^a a^x- 
4xqi; qfafa 35 « aa?f?cax g ^mxxriiaxaa at *axa afa aiaqasatfawxi’- 

^T^TT^' I *T JJZF&l 

f rum ra p gpgfaaa^ ax^feax g ^rwm iw^a ataaaq wxaa: wft'w- 
-^jiTx^f)^ -=Ef tx^jr^g a^lfaa^a asa^ia arrataalfa axaqxj 
xxoaxarfaaaaia wtaaifaar<»*i w a^oranafgaia wiai aaaaiw : i a^faxaw 
asaxresrw axalarrfaanlfc aaftq%aax3raa^a argfaaaxafaaxa I afos- 
rot ^ fts^mfafafa^iJrftfpra aaa^saaaxi i a^rMjatfraaqra®* 
qf< faaxxxnfawxiTaiaih’afair^ata awn axwraf apf faasjaraxa faarax- 
ifpRxaaawxi axax uanirx % fafaaia i wix g areaafawfparsaiai arc- 
arf-xaaarawi aro'aspiwHaaxaxaa aaaraa aaaaaanaxarax faas^iwa 
Fa*riaafairrc:« afafaaxa i aaxaxfq axftfaaxax ax^nax *raaaxafaairax- 
at<av aa fa.aa%raa srawx fafaara faaui^laixa afa a wa^fpxarfw- 
qaiaiftt winwj irair v* *<* s^raT^wraiawataaaai! . l aiaaa 
w^airtfrfwf^ wr f^q7attrf.^ qjflanfaro&ft* afu^aaa siaxara- 

trraajiafl ( «wr?rT^aFJPsaTaiiaatTa^ ^j^waVmwifaaH: naux 
^fwfaaa^ 'ar.Ta.iraj iiwrsa^wi^rfngatw ^ta aiaararstir ^arr 
^r^^rrfa wpf'i^^^gfaitx *:Fa ta^ia ^raw^ ! aa1%fisaa- 
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ec. 18.] 








^cjr^-JT pfT.feaa 

vrraifxi^w 

g^^crax atyj% i PiasfaTiy st^wra^nra^Tcf. i ^ ’enrafafa *fswraT 

ptfiptpppfa fgitPTfvwJn^q^faggviP^- 
fwpRgarPiTftr #^Hia?ftci1%$^nnwfflfcic) i^iTgre fatra: *r ?reaP3r 
^%ifrfw ?T^R 

wtw i 

%i^t 


^nffi^prcr^aPsPT *p^t 
vrr 4 rf^ 5 ?}^f^Tr^mTW^ : i '•^rr- 

«§w | ^cj^gra'^^g^rinT^T p^Ttife^ an% wjprpfi gi afifgfc- 
W'jq^w^fi? *rrapwigf?r ciwtw 

^tct. i 3PR3T cnrff^r 

*?rffiyi*rwfiftT g ^tp^bit^;- 
TOflrarww i ^ g p^TTsrrnTrrT^ psp?M»n^ T^Tgwr^fc 
J fpp^?rf*iP ; 9»rp'T^»T fp'yV-J'n ?;Owsrff%*T f%^rf%cTO i ?rr c?*?j 

wfjpfispfa %Tg?TTWT% ^T wfjpgfy^TR: ST#J% I cTRiPPgcrff<T- 

^pnrsr^fer grppsrgiwTyfjRfcr splhrei ^ n %rsfq fgtra: 

lfa^ilvc«ay«i>j'S«i*rt tnpTT Pft^Ii*(*i«i -q«i(=H\:^ I 

Sl Nj 

*?gn I ^Tffifsi g wrar^rp.wfHt i ^fa»M ysrigpg trra> 
•spR^anf^^TR ii gusd Pi’C s ^m torw i ^nwr- 

^TflKTjnfrPs ptstcit y%a 5il^f *r« 

ftrsjtg mprf sprrai pt nurtPr I y*i i i +fCBnf*rPfif*rai w 

WffP3 rrrB^WcT fSTOtfW I «T ^ ^sse^^DTg 
flflffr I ifff f^W5t^Slnr«: 1 fPHWSfP Whft q?i(t- 

tVffiT9T ^EIP^TPT WOUflT’fttfP I T«J^t1T | | 

sr^r^iw fqTT^ ’INtw' pt y^t^f'T i ^*?r 1 fing- 

tniTrwKRT^T^^TP^raj^nP^^^fiff *pptJ3?p?it^r gj jq=j'- 

UT■>? cj(?il^f*'® fg^PTP? W^Tf%<sTsJ«l?nif( pg^fXcT | qrggjxq;: p^(«i^np- 

«a*mpy xftr i *nrt%«*w5ta- ^tt^pw i gxgaft f^j-. *, m it ?££„ 
^!TW 4r I jfN«l«UftT WT^«I VTri^n 9 5T^Jit?Rft.fW II WSP«iC!TfTiif?r 
?iq: | Ufl^CIl^f'iffi'fic^X^tqij qjfxcj | 

*n^sf j ** 1 ^ WLJsm^ut^n^ iral^n^ *i <i^fp i 

fwffl | 5E(cMl5r Hl^l*lt 




















§L 

[Chap. III. Pt. II. 


suspire gTmpiirf^xnfafaxsraT’W l xaX'X- 


xnfpi<r ^htI - xjpi ^sra^xs g I Jr cr^jtJnrrfg' graitfc? xfiflfsfgfHl 
^^Tc^t'Tpfi ^Twwtr?xi ^rffi^r? ^mr*w i wtixxrt'ft «RHisi 
JTgpxqil X71T | JT ffaiTXqfg mtafacf | 

firin' ’gr^nftr^T I ^fvnrrc^T ^ wM ^ ^ Pilfery 
si I Txwft ^ cirpgi: WT9Ugxr?x;jfffafflfet 

Vt^fcl | 

*rri cT^Rra, f^rrsftfpT ^rtst tFt ^fenr^ ^fsxfpx 

f^rax fsnafflfxx fafciftffwg^epx cifxwfq ax^rt ^wtf^^x 
x wmfri cif^qcmqxxxm i jrNwffnrx-tpiqi ^x^rxtssiqxrar? i 
^jfcrg fflfx^gxi^fw^TXTf^TflT^nK exf^arr*^ i paTprrcr 
fxrau^iTR^wiRTg i ^nii<(?ra^w^Hf^MBrr3Txw^Tc^i ^* 
fiif^^sg gSTTScTWra | g*g^Wrf^^fai[ireiX3^ 

orrarxx I XiXffTH XT^m P XEXfllfy: I PT^TC^XfcI^taTXTT f^JIXlXSJ^l'^XOTxa 

"* c\ d r 

^f^xiTfRg^T xrafa*ra% RWX ^Slt ^T^I^iaT^I^T?T’ | 

tnx igxfixfpx *f<T sfp € %xflft^r xt<x %x%tfiifji *j si«3;si%[}iXti%i 
fsxjTcrr ?pcT ^rRxrRi^xfxjiiXTT xx^lwwixrai^Fci u 
Tfh imxfwRfrax*:: i 


PAI4T II. 

^cltTSiT^fWHlflxiwf^WXTra: I ct^X ^ *W I *mTWTT 
efijT W?-- XT^Xff ^ffctl *ffTT I ri^?rmwffT fcHS^r 3TO«x*lt ^ || 

^wfencftx i ^ fr i <*i< g*refcf g^rg g^x ww i 

?m tzw\?( *fcT ii ?rai g^gftfcf ^ 

fq ^ q^ ^i sfrsxip xren^xsfipfx: ^ i g*T*r. g%xsfu% W\ 
»^T|ft,% f%q-p I ^rfpxW ^[fci®np^ ^ BfciqT^Ta 
^f-;p«ifflfcf i ^Tfjrfjr i ^r<w n srnra g^r t" 7Tnn*i<xg^pgrax- 

fwwv i ff!%5fEnffifH5i^ x=ra«t mwsniwaw I 

w-q^ftr^srwq s?rra ^ir^^ntxx jftxmrq- 

nwfa;*rt> ^g-IjniTijTirFxxfxT %x *f)xq: i i *nt^ xR^rgwra 

%rsfq i ?ip¥ i g^m% g ^twr g^w^rrr'p?®: i xxf^fxT i fw- 

i k r^i ^fitn ^frl fn^^TWR^Tf^fxi i wxura: 11 g^- 
fug; trt^^^i^^^TT^iarcf'. pg- 

OTH ^fsg^fq q^^rnj^rre: | xft^rlf^l^a^iTXl'%lxg ^qfWXjq 


















MINlSr^ 






| ^rrsffrfif *nng^- 
ift^ wtf I f^n^rf^TRf^^ i ci^ ^rerfscnj: ij^r^ 

^rtM^Tfcfer l T^rwt ^fci TtRw PiRifmfRTcr i pki^Witst 
^ i m afa q. i ^«n*g ifhT ^Rw mrr sfa fw^s i 

?«rs«f n* i <=h^%Rm^i;TWR<fiy fi ti i ?%- 
inflf^T ^flflT ’flRT I ^ WRf^RW 5t«U?raT 5RIT ^ffWftT RfRfa: 
R^i Itr ^w=|StfcT ?rjij *m* ^mfyxRmFR^rmf^f^^tR^r- 
ferr RwnsRRRRTWRRcRT ^RfiTOraRW r i’£rs€rRRiRRi' 5 ff 3idi- 
iwit rp^r ctPnsfy^T i pfprg rwtoir sfer RspWR^JTORRi^Ri mfrsr- 

fi?cff%^^^iTT^RT^ ^IJTt’RTRRRTPl. | 

*reifq ^wrtrrrt ^q^wn^iwr^: ftax ^-ar- 

^rt imi^ra *fer fimi wtswzw fcrafflf^^^Rfr?; gferm 
mi. i frarftf PHmm^iR FTORmfwRRR grctomrr^r itgrof^tfa 
<trwt% cr^^hr^r: i rt w°$rm*rpN RWRiccRrWTRTR i 

2. srtmisrni'ing ^3?:t>wR %mfs??iw- 

f^mn. RRRRt ^wrfRprRm rt <£fwRi mrrfaRrrfoit i fRURTiRRSRnR- 
^feg^rRm fRRsiRtRRT g^sifqsRTf^^fpf 
fimrs i 

rr^ftf fmsTH i qrafflra’wfararw I ^jrrjjrrt $*Rt rpw 
jtpIrtrtrwtr xrfcfpT r*;t?rrrrtr RiRJwa 
r-rr mm rtririt ftrmxmfMnffctfto^R msTRTfwRRTH crtr}' r rr*t- 

WRRifmmimrRTS. I %-if-^m?? trmtr^mimTwij^it^cmTtBRirrt: i 
I iR5J%R RfRJTRT ^RPTm^ ?W7fR rTRRrRn^RRRfRI-^tfinfR S"f?f 

rrr %%f4f«^tR'c7t ifeffff I ^K<*S*<W« %g- 

sir^R; I _ . 

3. mt^rc^«xf fl ^ 3Ifi!Wer ^ 1 * q?fT ^^^^ff^r^if^iu- 

rTc?ktr RfwfmraKi pprrr g f^_ 

^rr;r a rtsR* f T ^ ? ' ia *-' y, ^ ! 1 I Rf^im *h?,\ t 

gfR^Wf' I *^tR ; Rmmf sRr RuftR?:- 

srfire.rf^r^ ^RsnfRg^Rg r «rratr r fmrc* 

jwt ,l n^RfRRRif XRTRRR cTr^r qgpt ^srmfq fijRj- 

ftwrnf^ ^njfq^g fsr^fafR TRRRmrR^RiiTR^ ; 
^fliaWRRTRirRT TR^TRt fRRT RiRRj f%iRmil%«WTiIRR'^ l ' 













MINlSr^ 
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[Chap. III. Pt. II. 


q f^lM^Un affirm ^in$ 
31 WM H^Slt ilt$*TTpT *TT r 4t TOT I ®ms®m 3T ftg- 
^spF§ g nr ii sar%*r qi^i^qgfem^gig gfiiT flpwra fqqw 
5HT^raT^Tmor«^ *graj g ^reftqnn^PSWPl I 

irsgrt fq<a*H^i i sr?$i niTn^rcffr ■srsi<iTM^^*HH-yPi<wi«f i cj^rr- 
ci^^g-jnTtraTtT'^’in nfsfay yifify ^fayyre^T?preT%?ro i snjrxigi- 
gron^Tn^w^if^ci^ng, i iwifei i ci^i^Tr- 

TraTnPrcrarEi^' I «tg «rn^*f qwii^MWni fq^rraxfwTii 

^f^SJDT fq^RTtrrfHi WJT%TSf»T(%aT | *mr? | ^JT=g "ifa 

gfwr wn fiNWw;® top i ^nwRr$^ni«K%T « 

cren *fy qfrfaif^fpnr^nfynwr^ i ir* <n?j?rr yfg ^fwr fsrgw 

fq4N^lKI^<^IW4 *rr fqgyi- 
Hiii qferw fir^y i 

ygr irifary i *m3fqfi%3WT} fq^’EHtrpf g;tTt(TO3rq i 

cTci^T^mr^ufi ^fig: fqsyjraTfgqfhqTqiTfi q^ifi n^Tfiii qfw- 
ftpwinifc ^I^Tfi I ^*IT 

q$: | | yfq 

fiWfhfq'Bra *5iTcU tfttr^'q^i^n*raT iw^TfimifVsra^ftg. I 

?Tfre ^fisinw q?s?jw% fq^t ^y*raf?nniirif*r smriT- 

^rsy imwTiiTitfff i flf^irrwnf^raq^ fiflfq *rt®iwn?rw 1 
^^qsyjrcrfTnTfqiR^qr^ira^rr sanfq^qwqi gfarayrfi- 

irqsq^ yy q«tnrcfNjs»n 4faf$»rrir sjrjw farawitaiiOT ?psj 
uHTOci^rrqsyr^rg, i wgfq ^rwfws yrsfa^iew i 

4. spsjjwijtjt: ftgyi jjipto^rgwi sittt: ymrfify 

snTt’aff?tf«3TOi«T% yfafwr *t3§t: wrrsi^qT^g *ra f*wsy Tzw\sftt- 
«TO ; I CHETT t? IfTSmW I tfWt tng^lVCt 3T ^T^afVRTfor} | 

1T*T% g ^fycJT yUlTH Vt%<^ q%ffT I jfj-cTW ^-fl£prm- 

BflWi^trftrPsrTRT^ffT | sqstfcffem fa>W: | qsyfq #|yqf*i<0m qinfq 
g^q^T^qrar f^y^rfqwflcqcra i sr**raif^nT ^^rrprtfwr srfq- 
f*5%lr: g 5) | «l^Tfr<lT- 

Smrrgi * . , ■, 

®* flii'Jhify trcijrfsy «^rf?nrqi rm 

yjre? 5 ^ i Tj J (iyrf»f tRnft fysnwnflr q^n ■3)S,fi’qgTf?m|gt%«f^ 
yifw I a?f! ^ i «fiTiii?iT W 

















i g;f%%fq l^aiy/iarrwT^ i 

qjqf&qfqqi^qTsb I I %^q^rf%¥^ fqgiif fqfqqifq 

gfqqiT q^IT! q^ JpsfaTcT I 3 «TW I 

qrnqfzr irnigt^ n^iffr ftr^T vrqsnqrq i qq*n% ^fiTpT^rfqfeciT I *rlr 
W^N^fq «T]w?TiiT?rrft5f^rafclfW^T3,1 *WP , 5T^?PT HSJTOHr 
yfcif^cnfq **q j^fq i 


qRjqj i»qfq ^f^JTTsrq^^ar qrc^ ;j iwrr- 

tR^flrenqifig^ fqfi^qrejrqK^TH^ ^IT^TcW I *!<qqq 

^ffSqrqiTCT»reiT3J 

6. ^fWcTC *fq ^IcTt^T^r Wi^TS^flT^^SJRr ^ 

q?%qi fq^^tn sfq srfqqrqqTq i 


PART III. 

1. ^f? 30 R% q\fVr i ■-Mgi^Kg^^srqpT I cim ^ f%W: | 

^tpnrt'wm^r q^frqr ^qfmw i qiqqpg qNsctorqqnr* 

SWTs || ^q^^fcl ^f\<jqsprnWiqrq^J!W I qqsfq | 351^1 ?T HfR 

qrfq q fq^r^vripm i qWt urarn^q qqnfcrqi ^^fflfer u qW> 
?qqq qm qqim% q^: fqcuq^qqrfVqn<t q^x ^finwi% qtf^q xm- 
Hf*r I 3 i q q f <n:fq I *tot fwqq qrwi fq?q: qqqfq I w a^t- 
$q}£ WSWTvITHif qq II wr %q qtfqq^fqigq 3 fs<R fqsqqifqqiT- 
M qqq qqq fqq^qq 5ft^9%r5fq *Wt*r?U% ^T«t ST^fq q=qg 
fq^lfqffenqq: I 

2. q ^ qfqqrrgqfqqqfqq qqqq I WT flapr *fq tt 

sjdftTn^pqq\q^fWwqqTT*^rq i ^qq qgrfq q^fiqqrq^q fiRi- 
n^ifwc q^qfqi ^f«^T ^f^Jswnqw fq^qj ^ ^ 
^n, ^ fWt- f*rq *miwwr y 11 qWfftw^u% q fq^f^ 
«p&p I qqifl qTmfqq^ mft TO *fq II fqgftfq W g; %. 
ftfq qiPiN’l 1 *ttHWfpq ’qqrrw I qrqqx qqrr *r qjfqg*fqr«T 

ftqq jpprfq TOS*pTO ^rai^wifq I srq%q qqjqqqqlqnftqfra 1 q^- 
qr’f *r 1 ^ rapR^rq qnsq: i flTcufticPCTfgfq xf q vumw- 

fljqq: | f^pq I itHt© fqqf R1RT yqwfq^l ^*q- SiWRnfqff? 

qqAmn I 
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[Chap. III. Pt. IV. 


3. q* n Jgi g fpi ^ cj OTJT 

y^tfy^ i wbTt^f^rarti^i^ a^mOTtt% %fw?f- 

^37 srsRiOTsmJiw i 


1. 

2 . 


PART IV. 

fn^ ^mtsit i 
fftm^rcr i srerfir 


TrraTfg^rgjrcnpr w * sre fofr i crcrfq 
*fT<29i«SHi ^f^rai^^ywrecpaj xi ^TfnftrcRjfgfsr^ TiTSira^fr ydi- 
^■Jiif^rs^i'^c) i^yTswjr*?fjn«f: wrmwwT^rt «tj<*rr *r ifft/mpTf jrfh 
*** fT^Ttftran f^ ftm ^PfjtEffcr ^rgyw 

^^T^iRrerrarortfer ^fftrairepTi^f ci??t ?j»wRf5[fh 

^*>1 srarrerofcraftif ywsptrrfww f^f^^c^rq?!i^T^cfrTf^- 

3. 35R ^ferefPsj^in^iT^ wreiWfr i STTC^criarecr srfraicqfri^pra 

SRfllW^raWT^ ?IT3€r3i5rPI tnfRW«&MW. fh^fxmi ^ 

<?nfxj?sfifiT=firfh*.tiMif^«( i ^^i^^^irgfiTTTO^qT ff l^ t Ti^ffr^ 

®fs^^ircrf^fcr?t^^?jcj?jT yst^nrui tiffin i 
*HT ftffTT <ETO^[ r i'c{fq ^tTHTOIT TTHU (TOWRTOfh BfaTS^rffUrqT^f^JX 
fjjm- WfrrRGT'tn^R i nf? srsRtsR^T^q 

yfrj ysrief^cipc^wfwr | tuici^T«T^KiT?}T *ireg<siwra i 

ftfaf SfJfWfa gjTOo^r^^t I 5f Tf ftfgJZTlcRf^ *rarmf?i I 

<fcf<Ef%RT^^fff XWXTWfhfff WT*SH7 | rf^TT: y<tfT- 

^i i ti»5t®fltii4ty«fTfy_'!fc i«X=< Pm«<<t<i«iT 3f*f^iT^T»rigr y*frrfTrrfgfifJrfRi^"ra- 
wwTff I T^r*mi;yrgxsi?n?Jrcft y^re^^g^iaf^wt^ i ^arf f% 
^romyrat *rr ^iffraiiT^i ?r ^^(trnflfn i tnwia 

HTjgifnq^ r ^yiTT^sr)rf^vrrffif^ | fq^x | 

^airci^j ypipHs jfTcfT ftrg^n^e Prctt^rerro- 

y?fi> pij(^ tnrwi^JTi^ i i 

^P* 1 * ’ygflMmjnTfimmf^sfTW**HiwiT<wra fw^mT jftxw- 

fafc*# tran ?rrgv*nfWri^rr^;?ftr i frrgrftf 

i rf<nn w^yr ffcfcrr sfapr iflannyTO- 

^wfffcngfoinw i JrtxijflT^ t pren pa M^ u^d i | 
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^9 


gatg^iax^ftjrclma TO*? fqmfamaarxa fqsraxsfq aaai 

aax: fqax*r^fM<3'i4i<{)«ix%a axjrfyaxaxaa: i 

4. aflgaaXWg I fqcPCrf^^uf^RfT ^313 JWT I am f$ fw- 
mfaqfa3>iaraa fagaaxrcft f%a^aaa%a SlainfiLqafaTaxax apfqarexaxama 
faanflmfaaaaaai^a fa^qarcxafafa^ Axg^amaj *aa: ar?raxa 
qmxfwmamtf amxfwm^ arxa% faaaaxa faaaa Tfa afrRTTfkfaq- 
ttaaftxfara farmaarffax a g#wr? i 

5. amxamf^affl^mmaiafmaxaxa; a^fasfla'aaxai: am mal¬ 
aria: i aa- a ^fwaxataarr w fqsaxfa aawxa msmataw* i 
faaxafmarxw g xraaa aa argxxaxiaa arwfaanaaa fm^aaafaa^aixa- 

^ *s 

araxaajaaa faaaxfama fqsa: mwg> aaaaXfaaire famaxaax freata 
wngaiax sfawfa i alfpmjxfq ^;f?<z%xfzfafaa;<qps a'sfVqnar 
amxafixma aa atf¥axaxxax$fa a^aaJTraaTqaara sfa Harm* i amra 
^aaf^aaa^aK^T^ataaaaaTaTajaqiftsTTaaiRwatar a^ax ftgaw% 
mg-. qaaaxfaatxa a£a fasrnfp i 

aramfaax g aawa axsxnfa aawa ftsjxxtflfa a^fsanamr 
qfsxax am ffrargaxmaa fargifata era fmfq aafafexmsj am 
qrmmfwax^ ^xfaxfaaftxa^a i 

6. fairwax^i axfjmam qsafaqxaxfaaxfq fmrrammsrt ^ 
famaraa a4faqxcifamawxara_ *rax% f% afaam mfMi: m®ra a g 
fa a^ a xa a Tanfaf¥gxaaiyaarajx% a^aara^aax aaxft^rcra acxaaaa i 
aaq ^fcMM n a ’ a aax 'axaa amrxfaara® axfa% aarcm 'a a^eax 
■sia^a faaaax i xra^aa^xirtsfq aaxmrpa^l mffn^x^ctm aataa aa 
faa^ *iawxmfa<a%a mraa^sfa awirm am-. amsfq a axaa%at | 
^fjta ^cfamfafwaa^aaaxa^a^i mxxaaffnmj a^warwxaa^x -a 
marfaa^ axaaPxaarPrwa axsc^m maajama anfroaroa^x^ g^j- 
wal^raaaiTaTOta faaracrr5>xiixaaxfa am aatfar.»aaax faxrfat^srfa 
tx«|faaxafaa^T axamarafaisaraxfa m«angrmaaxafmrt^j^ | ^ 
ijrfa faax 'a axax^a taaaxfafa faxnl farm max fqax axfaaax- 
f%^amn;<fa faajms*qwaam sfer aix^a aanfa fafaaaarax amaat- 
arSftx® 2 r* * W5n 1 _ 

fig: amarcmaRaq axgaammxiaxifafa aanafaafa araaraxax 
^graaaaf^^q aafw’-fx^Tnai'ffix i mmaaxmmmra fr mmrc'ia 
«ia^9iaaffeift *wf<i viaa aa amavxaxa i 
















WMsr^ 





Q, 

• k. 


[Chap. HI. Pt. V. 


gpEIT^T£[ 3WTHT% faifflfcl ^^f*T J[feT 

gra^ strains?! i 

7. IR^^Tl^T^fk^JW cr^lfl ^frf- 

f%q|?ra i jftrgsrfaqregnfa gg*rrfa jrra'^crrftisf^prTfii f^rsiPr 
^aji«r< i gifa Qfci*jcy^?n^«I^^.iy^?iTf*T i ctsjt f% I ^graiPn^srraFq 
ajixti^ iTar 35tjf«nn i Im^mi 11 suroroinTlBrr- 

»gi^T ?Rcn JTCpr^1<*nflfH Rrg<*gf%fwyfhMK-*if*i I c^refa fcrni 
raqxg, ffoy tfcl Iif^jf^^lfH I ftrara*!! iT??35a%*! Rig: 
fiKf^rag. i *g*irag arHt^nrr fagiftg«rrfiT firar^ir twra 
sragTO Wl^cT *<q xf fqgtpHffinraJTimfa i 

i g; fwr ^rfurw^ert^cr: ?r ggsjj fw: irar 
Sffhqif^T flTcfT ^ c^TWW3l?f^- 

♦qfiici: i *ra g flTcTre^rf^^rrerirfd smniwt^ciT fwr g srarfliwsrg: 
era frnk fqg^^rajfwn^i i fgrarrfrlrrqT^ptTft' jt^twcot- 
g^ggqrw 5 nsrc^n^rfra ^ft4ir i cprarfq 

fgarn;: i<trac? wg; ufafHrg: xTeftgjTra *ra^T ^jagsjrofjjgjTw: i 
<rai f% i “fwtjsnjT tragi jrnrr gr*mara?iTg i ingaifq xi ^ttr! ftrg^Tc)T 
gr^fnPT «g-1 wrar ^crfaftngtr ersra^J m ng ^ i gpur fraqwxt 
€igi ^ren gr ggg^fa cs^rffr. i gsraatg i fimi ^tsxjw fraq 
**Tcrt: gg %t% ii ggwre fw H^vrit *rrgfg srntgftbi ^-srVyjpraiife i 
ig 3 ft*st^g^% g fgcrcrfg?sra fg^^imfaT sifRi g^g i ^rei- 
3 R% ^wqfgjTTJr: fiiggr yra<trf*)fg fryfawl- fggrfwiFBT^ *ngr *tt 
ftrg^^rT y^Turfq^Tfc^t i gT g ftrgcrw^JT ^Rwwr^ *tr ftg : 
oraTg i garaag i srairf^ifSgyHR^^ fgg<M^gi <Fngt=rifg3iT t J ? fiTC'ii- 
crne*Ttr$flTfl^ i ^fJKf^¥Tf<asn*rag j g ggi qTaraig^g^rarorf^nffreifg- 
TIIW^I q«ra?Ifffafa *i4qptgt WefaSTlf^ 

^qtfiTfaW^ I 


PART V. 

I* fira retire *rtci^r qgwra ; • gi- 

®rmg *q fxrgnTtgrmftj^stgf??^^ 1 1 **wk *rafg 

P^ : *n\ ^u^m'r gsraw^ sr^ftg i gicr^fn ^ <rgT*rt fccgfliar 
^ «HL fwiRgji: i g^ifg aifnrc^rxil^- 





















Secs. 2, l.J 






^tctc q=r qfq qafafwfnfq m Hotfix sra^xs^mx gqy- 
^illf«5RTfcg c!r#nftS(fI5f(^: f^r^RJ^TCT^ spfq: | 

wws ^reigfyqxxfxOTt m^\ v<3\ xjqxxifw- 

foft cr^sqT g xqrefq^rsxFffx^x.l fq®»q[<sn% g fqsfqcHJXti^MfOiq 
qf^Wn*T qq WX}XT fxHrt! tW^lf^TIV^ <<Ti«Umf5f- 

cPrlfxqqx: ^ffilCpI *n<|xm%q<yrf I 

?T7T g qfctwfcT JTFIWpT 'Ef ^TfimfufcT Tjqqr£] | ctqWX% JTFiTftTcT- 
^TfqfcT I <m I 1WT 

^ffq^r qxfq fvmnm fqqifq qr i *qqtx fliqi wt4t ^fq w 
quro i 7z#tq: -pqxqr srfqrfaq sfcr tq^qq i sj^fqxfq 

^TfRt qqW% qqiqwfWfquq: 

qi«qx^flqtqxqqfw?:*nqqx:^q qqfqqiyq crqq wi ftftfq 
*mxfxx*hr xxra; fq^g qjwtfqq^n®% gm ^fqjrqqqrnfwiira fta:- 

Xi I W t* l W w^lfq 

?Tfrfcn^Fi^g | 

*FqX$fq ^Hfcfq^w: g *HTXyq: 'fiUqttin^^JWT^gW 

^Ttn^IT *fq I xcqXTOtfftfq W®*1 1 

2. w^f q snqxx *xtxq?:t: i ^•ttTC! ^fqqsxw^x q^f w- 


f^fcf ^5TX I 1W ^flcWI W qraqrem I 

%TS*rq<qy 5 r q^ f q fq n qr?q$rfq«xx q i sr<q w^ffisrv*aq re fq fqsrqq -m*i 
i ftqwiqnw '*nswrf*nwwrq. i ^Tqv xcfq «i*r**!- 
qvFwxqrrwrq fwwtq*q : i *q%q ^fhW ^ETcreqfi^iff i %xqaix: q=RJ%r- 
<$w *mxx fqfqyx qfq i fqxa*n%SHnta$ %xw yqwfixq sfh i 

ifq ^t^fyqnx;! i 


PART VI. 

1. »*rspTt% sarm: ^crgm yqvmq: i *x ^ ci’err 3?^ ^ 
<jrarq v%\&&T<&V&K l y faqK^Tq | ^EPXqifqg^ifirrpg fq®%T wnr- 

^^fcf^Bi5rmTq%:ftrqHx%fq«qq yqtr?^ftf^fcr qxqq 1 tqqnqwtfqtr 
yiq; q^TW^x? | qisqyr qqiqqxq qdiqTqpqqxEWqq fq^T 

«Hh|wre (q«5*ra^®ffliyfq guri q xgtqi gqfxsxjjraqqfg^iyi s»^a-.r ; - 
%rsqtft g^ ; l ^fwqjnrrrfqqfflqqJi v «xrwx% faxqfwi w» 

















WHlST/ty. 





<SL 


[Cbap. III. Pt. VII. 


wrraf?; wni WWW ^ifT 

cifwurm writ? cmiaisfii sfe cmmna[f*q< 2 % w% wwfswur 

trer^ ^ftrsfwwjm^ % fwm jtpIsjt wm fqgigwwfwiicr^w i *jt®W (3 

i nmwr% irc-. m: spa %iaf|*R 3 1 3 «rr i rr?*n% 
SRg M ^m wl fa fsTHO *nWTCP|l4*G<rai^3 ^l^WWlfWUTaT^ I 

2 . ^ i ti q ^fn n<tn«-rttlcmijifii^i finftews i 

sj ©V 

wii^cm i f% wrap Pnna ^fimTR’fifwftrw 

nftfag: fln&^FTtfs 1 3 m 

wn ar^ ra ’asrar ^ 1 4 ^«l« T WWMd wfflq fc? a^iaimsi sfa ar- 
TOtj wiMiftsi^idi ^aaifqsvm^faaTw^aaalsm g^iaraaa m 

1 sj'ett m*S*i 1 €3 vrai *r? writ mw 
WWI I ftHRfft ’S # 3 ? #33 tjfifcIlTrflfcf || W^wreiCtSTWasmart 
imm 1 war %■ *zcit: ^faaiw st f¥%sftr ar 1 asrwfij ^r %v wif 3 %T- 

N» 'J \i ^ 

f^jw m 4 iofwfs ^Tjrrmmrfff 1 f%^ 1 ^nrafr^T^Tsfatr- ^^Tf^- 


«TTW%3 nw I 

tpr swairarfsiaiT*:: 1 

PART VII. 

]. Kmawrwa jfbrsrt: 1 a^raft^waceafairr izum ifta^t- 

'J C\ 

1 

% m twfrwt «f t ra g r wwiaraanra 1 am srswfwmT»r?t wa^ 1 m- 
cnlfq *9 9rmnt f^rai nPuafwfa wida lapaaaRfHraTwwT wrar*S 
pub fcraiatat ^mgaq^mmT^^miwTwm^c^srl^rrewisrrfaiiificq^ 
ayffr^an rnaaiarsaaaR ft a a i a -a r a^ fis^ irN^n *fa fswa^src: 1 

2. gga w Ca a fe a i mrTtaaT sis3 ^samaar aafw va jfNsrr 
A <? ^n^pqi: I fS*VGHfj[®rtfT? gfliataiaa fw^d^f^^iw TarrfaaTaair- 
srfiwwfM'iHf«if<i5iJ4iioi«TiAmiicmicM«dii-«f33^3T a aia yararaPa 1 
wwa ^rgaarf^TTf aw Jjiftavruwar va araaiafw 1 Paa 
ai^lat v- ^arfVamr aawreanfs*i^rsR , *WR f^i^r fsftfarsr aiaraTar 
*fa =t;k« mjfsfrwfsBrafcn jrbwyf?w% af^Tyrf^^^is^dS 
9fI3W^r I Waa aflwaja«J! fqST W f^Half^iinH^HI^^T^WlWS 
9^wrramt® aa jets fa*%c? 3 lajptfs ’rarfa 

«U?*uat ^•jfvrwifflfa qTfmf.WF't.sms^ l»ra Vam ^facR^fh 












misrftr 


fniTJU<^3WSRiK*{.l 



<SL 


Secs. 3—5.] 


fairs* fir^OT ^<|*nwc ^ ytfSi u- 

cwrcf fisf^ft^IT W 

cq^iTTf^rnrHirra f^VOTT^frcqrt^ * sft wraqsnrofwra: \ 

gftWcnrr^tfq ijns^TOW ^ d£N*fWS£| tw- 

jftWTW?^ IkTO | ^rfW^lURT. 
^cwrehj ciRRti , ^t^iM(fi^('t. i ^i<t<t>i tsal^^s.^ ^Nw*t : 1 *1 
5 -rafaf l.f^q r 3 ki* t ki^ f%%i ^tctt *Fct i «f ^iw-^fft I 

3. aa ^rra; 1 4^if<T ^q irrf^fe^ fiwwtgH iz^- 

f^TJriTi^^TOrcraT ^rxiTH^^^^Tf'f tT 3 *i?j%sfcr 

5 f l *wi-*^ 3 HT^rf^rcfTmwtt fq^^*wMicM<4faFri*w* 

q?^f: fijrilW^ir V*rrfM^iR : I ftfS'T 1 lTC%WT^fV^tR33 .1 •*4T’s}=)5iRJit 

jpfws^w fitssnf^ fl^cOTifam»Tffkf^nw ^fssr- 
M T cg^& ^nff *fH qrs^TTfsr ^ ^ff- m<4hr- 

«nf% i ^TJi>at?**t fqenwt: fresnft- 

i^l^flTOTsr^T W& i<i±(l^fcrS€TJ*f^WT3. 1 

f^TTCTa^^ ^ft i Mir^f g^ <TOnfaftf^JT Wife 
3' ^wr^xg?j^Jii5rtlra'^^i( 3 r%^Tf?iT : ^ftur^tfe »f 3i w it wt^r i T L l 
qtrg afi^srgf^refetra i m ifepmwr 

crerrftr ^i?n^rHra r rfiwTflr^wsr^n»*i ^R^tfa cm- 

*^?I<6P%^T¥W^Tf^T^'< J PtTf^H^Mr ; dy^yrrt5m>^*Tl'?»>J»WT^rH I cT^TT?>i[- 

^<1 ^ W vl 

4 . femww swrrt ft wi*«i ^ ! w^.«ftwwmw I fcw* 

jfbnwr ?tfipi?iflf «rs*j«?% ?iiffflT 3 J , . 

d^ rft' fq^B^n%wr%. fq<irfl?t fe^rm^ 

*rfTHSfT*rt% | % ^ rifely l «iTl|qft; ?ij} |. SFUJttJraTs*!- 

erftHiT ^T I WT® fefe?fl% |. fF*n%WtfT" 

tf ffj fe 1 >f-iT'5~< : ffi ?ri ^L l <T?*R jfN^^TcT lirr || 

<nfetswfN*t *fe wife trfatfTfecTT^ i ?*rai%3fen 

,jfq SpCTTfrfWW'I «5TV(T5r: | . , ,',’ 

5. wwfowwft «PTvrr5T: | 5**^1 fafew 'S'jrw^w ; fw- 





















MiNisr^ 



<SL 

[Chap. III. Pt. VIII. 


| cf^rr ^ ^jfer: i ^rrgnfiig'ai^: cr^rr w^w^w- ^st« i 
^TnHflT^^ra f¥i?U || fqg: fcj<?Ejg: W^\: 

^cTTi I fWVP fcpg^rSRT || flTg: ftfg^g: wm ?TT?pW- 

V^T! | *TT<p?lnpTq^Fg ftfipiT ifcT || c^lftf y<*)HHi^r- 

*fcT sfi*r: | 

y<*u^ ^T^rai^i: far^j 

««TTMT^i i*rt -Hi<jy i^tirr ^y^sr^j %nfl j jj?^ = qy,sfq y^yq^r 

^r^^T^jirfRjyT ?rrg^T^t*rmyw%q' yy^itfcr crfra'yTOny«nfy^rK^T?is 
5rsrr?(sTTyT^yi%y ^ %fer JT^jftfqqfTmcr | 

0. 5p8RTTWTq *HyisjTy<wqn ^UTl^^yy^T y i lqi ^ i q i 'Tt ^- 
^rft f^s? siMentsicc ifyT«rcnj! ^nyt^frTrgixrnl % ipci^ r ^g< -gj €ly ? i 
^iryi^: faraj ac^fH i qqwTq srarreg: ^rfingas^anii ^ireis]^- 
^ ^T«^ryrqr4Tw% fiisj^fyqnTlnP!*5rra i 
7.^ farynaji^ *rfiyrrat ywra i 

spmipjy-1 

^^’^TR'iutoR yT^i€^=ii^FcitTH ^cr«rr r^yiq i w?rai- 
fWNwfyqnTTjaiT <r^w% yT^psyyglf ^i^jn^TFr aur^rfayfanss^’W- 
^Tjt I 5jawwuwi3 g siT^rwr fbteitnOry: | qfqyT! gq^rr^T 5 rfT’yyT 
•y^r «r =3ty% i srr^wyy cr^r f*rsrfflfy faiths i accH^r 5 *? tor i 

**4rwr% ^iq *f?r * w q y«u* i I 

d ^ * 

9 WT^r^S^i ^^yrfcqsi^WR ’sftfyfrT sfT^pm a’Vfj aypTfcT 1 
cT^wrt WTw^*n^*lI jtW: i ^tfyyr wrwwF'rwHi ffcrcw%- 

i w*pra% i srrc^Tsfq i aiw 

w fnarar 3nraT*rii i arr^ar^ra - ^rsms^yfer n 


PART VIII. 

1. qyrsfat usta^yrrjn^ry^CTnrr yisnrfy ifcfa ^otkht 5 ? ^tt- 
1 ywa«raffnrsr*TfcwI fx=RjHrfjR: i sfr^rwrwTstyf^yra^ 
^ra^mfy.-T 5fq | Jtf$%T yf^rerwqarry i xfrrageliw yy 

a^rrf^Tf,!^ wrsnxrerwiy rf^prx^r ji®ly: i 

4F«%i% wc- i <r*rr ^ jjorxg ywsmtRj <mt 

ai-TjpKny ywqrywtfy^ ; i 

tw ** ,rai af.if^ wjxrnr * y*H- 

m*T vrvrw'ffrff -wv ;, 

















u 






JI | ^Trq^T<tsrmfq ^FfFTfwW UTTHUT- 

Sfl^*hr SfTH^TH | cm | 

UTU« I 

*K«i«sm(<5^ i qT*T5rc?rei«wr^F9T f^sow^r Psfc- 

crRtnfr%q qw nw qptsf^tjqDrqi^TWTq fasfi^pfaifosm? i 

HTW^T Ufl c^T'^Igf ^ TtT ^ ^T [ ^TI 5f ^ ftWRW .fat 


<r|fcT qrqjii | qfci^q wj^ftoTqwTfqfq w*nfhirg qft- 

U'fif^ranTcr i «qffa%rf»rsjftf?T qgsfsremwr fqqyr^raqfflfcr faj 
Ji i ?huw tiw w ^t rrerc ^t i 

fjlTjij fizIr^cWT’qqij ^f^ffTH qq«ifg^3J5rif^q?yiwqfkr^^5[^I 
i qri qlirr^T^r& f? qr%x t f^rrafcr: i ?itjrwrm^^ jz^f- 
qmrr^% ctoPt n srqqiwij^smrfq fqsf^q^N I ^fe^rarfq arct^mm 
q<?uf<«*q5tj qrqiq^: i fa azcTFir^qi crricfa 
qgifaqsfqqnfrjnr sfa i 


CHAPTER IV. 

1. wr wf^wfqvTnrf i cr=r w i fwm: *r$ sftfair ffarfag: 
qq-qf^ I fpFt^ fqwn: 5 ?rrg ^sj cm q ffajg *Pr n m wTPrwnrffa- 
*Tfa fwq^fqw3israrrT.f%?;T% f%3 sqqjnm q f^nsja rfar imqfa 

■gicT qq n Jirafq q*r?<iq*r*mnraittfT g tfa^fwiaY wfar- 

qfq ! 

%fgr! #^^J5f^T^iST^wf^qTf%q«f%«rJrt wqn?q | fapzqqj- 
fqvfTJPg 55W q%iim5^Tq«iTq sqajfaffT qi=fimq T^JTjg! I 

qq q^jrgiqsjqwraT i ?w*?m ffanri ^rf^srqsjx qqfa 

^Sfq snwrffcrasfiw•» 

2. tfaupma^r- 

flraTWW*P«fa STWqqqfq «roft: | ^ 

iffanffadfafli i wrsrtfq q^i rmqftsrjT: '„ 

3. Wf^T ^ ftRTl^qq «RW ffaffiT *« W fifanfr 
•ni-?.V«:i • cmW'fa ^Tf?.fg Tfq: j 

*qi|^^*rffa’Wfsa, T ft snrf^, 























<§L 

[Chap. IV. 


4- ffl^ftf^HRi^urTcT sTJiJtror^Tgj 

5^n: xwjcjfqwran^ fhrdiTHi^^^fhqmTTg ^sfinrei jrsftg: i 

^ 3 *fetV«((*dd<JJ qm^TC iralwrf^r^^Tr’T- 

«KM«ti<kM ^s1*y lcl^?T m ij [cn'f ^tTjfl^j?;: 

w^ tfw i | ’mtmq *i«Rt^TO5i^i mi sijq jz&tmz 

q<*JiRr<<*w I q^br q^tJi-yij-mj^yigflU'f^Tforra ^qrefhraroq^ qmr- 
fmr spr^r *fq qirerejnrt sffacwnpiT *qT5fR%srq%?rn i 

WHJmR: I 3 %t^i;: | Wmqi^qt3T?Trm?T ^ jg^, 

! wf^r: w^^rqTfq «epew: i qmrqrqqm i %t^o 
f^TJ %T^W STIW qW^JatfqWWJ^TTPq^ni ^?n(%fcf gigg I 

izm aI wmfcwNi**rifa Btitafarit i 

qji^n^ f^5raT?Ucm^ qjs^nwT^H^er i %iq- 
^T%T^-<wf«^T% %t^c qq q 

q^iTa>mq(<: i mr g fwgfeq qq %x^f 5 «a *r i qq 
qqrfwsT qqTfqqf^wqqrrsqfa<qr? i qjqftqarej w£f qiq ftqff x 
v4 ^xig i ^*i<?82|fq mqm^^^qrqjTnsq qfh n qrqre«?t%qq ^rtt- 
f^fqsflTTCT^rrcfq jqqHRT I rim *iwz Sfqfq | qq qslnf 
%<*- ^s^nail g qNefq^r^ i ^rainesr r ^q ^q^ m fii ^ Tsurr- 

I *m*T*mm i 'mjJk^r^T^Tsfxr ^tg i 

qqqftw *t *tg I iror m^qqjfqt.qraqgjgq fv.^w 

ysnrg^i^.® *f n ffi<q^ vrwfcr i qm %T^T^ gi^iaj)f q 

3fc»i ^tf^gcT W^t | *fas: ff^«J«*(Jfll(45| ^iT W5 i^gi 
f%gj %Rtqrrerc?ffc*rTfq *r? fwsq jz^mgi q«qqf%drTsqi | 

?wf«fvnrt^ q wqgq*ngiq %Tq *jq*?q fe ^W- 
^ ,; ^Tm^ ungj*i fqVI<5q JZFlqiclTg | %iq*iT 1 sfq qiRJBS'mftaiq 

*^«l«|4' q qq JTPtmfqfrl I 

^ ^Rq5ffiq%qT^T^i?;5fiR7!Tf*i^ra1%mqfq ^stqqqrrq qwfq- 
cw: I qwqifq WTqaqjPtm: I 

#*** w^Ririf«ic( r^rrmrvq »ig«n ^Rwf5rft*rr*Tfq qqq- 
Wi J' w J ’trsrpf i fq««n: qq sfarqu f%w§Rgqq®re:tf?r wsfafiram- 
*qcp«r I 3pri ’%| nsfinst gr ^mTTqgrmi; I faW^^RTfif C|»J wft 
*T * 1 fq«%qfq ^%-W ^cfi: ?wg | WTclfr^’q *rf5r- 

sjjqi «sn*ra rfq « % winst ^jg: ^^Tiftr w 

^giiwp^r ▼iVcRfu^poiaiq^i^ ^ng | <\fa: | 

























misTfy 



•faHurart gxfcr^itmnT^r^fei^ gr i fS^er giflTiftggTJrcig l gf4 
<m wnft *r wig-ont* l *r ^ smi ggjgTfg»grgg: i «r<*i% 
%r^r *grg^rs?n?^T *®ifg I ^iM'Ora'reRf ^inrar fflf^cii: i 
% ^ «ng?t fvrat^CT ^fq *TCmTHcI«J ^%RTT Wfrra^ 

^jrrr^Er^w fgg^rgfggsg jj^gpcsre: I ^ 

$fg gNrif xf f«3tgcronflfq mrrf**g5rc*rf^wt *jggi mjfV’srowi g;gim 



i 

5. wi ^l^R?;: I mf&m 

sgrrgg^rcgrg^ %kw g %ig?: *^rcmw3T^:flrqfgqq<q <ren<gr^- 
%gT tfefeft %Tgt 315^ ^ Hgwt HRIHlTSHI- 

q tg^ g tm^rrfgmqqKg ^Jia i gms^r WT«m?gqqT fgmwg 

fgfagg^Tmgg^Nmi I gm ^fT! ?rag*fffansr g gag^g ^?rn;gfgffii*ir- 
fgfggg*gfggggj*n^ n4*«) fguT**rag4g^r g fggggTrfgfg grFmifg- 
gigin fgfqtg^WK^gT ftwPricj* i gm m%R* «fef%ra#sfefg 
'g %ig^ gvj^rcti«T^ g %tsPt g^w ^gtfgsrTggg i ^g: **?f^g- 
faragg wf«g% wf%^rsfMq<rc ggqgr%sq %rgw figfg i ?mr 
gf wfe%Tiaj%xgw %gt grefefqtfigsfq grfg mfggirc: arait i 

l gf% g^r: ifgf^g^rr: 


srar^rr: w^tt: *T%9T.g3n%qrg ygfggTmu g^cwgfg i 

gm *rfg %g%i?j?njfgairt’gq^ fgcg^i: 

Sftgjnj^grggl^ ■£ra : ??(HigTf%TraT*n%g f%3fg *fg fgmrr fgwm 
jgjiggg^gg^ i g^g wif^fg^rf^gTgfg?.^ ^fg^Tg srifg g^nwnTi'gj ’g'ggi 
g^Tq ^nrrgg^^ OT^fg^fggg i gram ’gg^rgi ghnjgmlgfg- 
^igfgtrmggTgr^if^grg^rggragrgriftgt^gfggg ggre^qSrrfipsfr 
’ggjgrsT; ggrggTggqmvTmr?fgfg fggggrm^’CS'ggrofq g smfg | 

*rcfg gnrgggfwg ^iVlV* 1 rVwHiiw k* %K<«g f^urrf^t^rfer i 
ggsffgg^ i fgfgjwgfigrggggicl<*r3nfg gwrrg. i g^gTgsqgTg^irsi^Tai. 
gicgTg.i a^raie J -'ggg gfefagf^igngg fgg^grrgfjrafji | gg ggW^jigg- 
gaW wm i f** gre«T%rWqgTgrg 

gitM trt/1 7 - ^ggifygf^y gj g%r?ifi( 

Wi ^ratfii %rggggggg^Mgg% g% f ^g g?^cgg.Tgrem^ggig 

3 ftafasfitfr *** «w ftfowmj 

ata^giR^^RTTOfii;ggsgfggryg fgy^g gf^ ggTfggaraygnwrafg 
f«^g gftKM^ Tfn g^j gjTOifgg g^f i 
















[Chap. IV. 


3 xrsfMVftr- 

ift ft^tr i 

loiflfjI»U^ K<^%^^TSWrft|<H<cRq{fiRf f^VfTJl'FScjrai: 5j'^f5?'- 

sxjnrcffi <rRR%f$irre fi^Mraqft^rora- *rRg srrer?# i 

fR^HHTJT %PTCT sft TTWIW cT*R ?TJp]g^TWF?:if: %t^CT sqft | 
W^£%r^TRI% %RTT: *T%<*X fflf^T ^fFfcU: ^RSrprWFR 

f%M%ar«T %FRTTOTWire *RTVRT 

i:ffT| rl^cT^^TUJI^[<^.IE|Kr^t%r?.c^T^i : T^[Tfl?IJT | ft^I3 5 ’JRI3JT15qT«Rfii 
#»|r$t ^rTk^T u«T ^ftfft iflJif %rjft^?;- 
?rrt^T«TEjigrfnif^x ftfre^^TsrrffaxxT^qi ^wrft^rfarr- 
i cx^^r^TfcnTRr^RRR xR^rrjf} , sf<''Xi<w ^ [fqqqqy«N$jijqrft- 

xT»?g;ra^«iRt ^T^jrf ^fjRfar^ fwsq tnn> %raqf<r i ^uft 3 ??:- 
?.'=M«¥Uq<«6iq m rfft WT i gj^fificpg q^- 

^^«RFr| fT#?!J *jfti 3ZW«^T: UJZlPl^nR *ft Wtttft- 
^pf I jffaftrq^vgi^R ftq^tiWKift^M^j sj^-j^sq^p 

straw i #f?.«RT f«a^TOTf?iffr wq: i ^ijfpsRqqfa qRq^ranftft 
ITT3! I CWT3. %p«r5r^f(^% -q iiTJfl^T^rr^T^r^t- 

$ft %T^OTW?t^Tii g stWlsfa i g 

snnufh^r^Tffi^ij^T ^rxsr ^iswfjisq: sfegr fw*ft^a^ ft- 

*R9 JZ1P15' I SR3 tM«JI <3cj<TPfl%f% I 

S<EW| ^TTriU^^lft^iq^I flPTUIrimilR I sramffiPTRTflRjp- 
ft "31 RSQtftsTTFT I ^StcTCR *t<RS3t?\ctT rT?!T*qT«Ri»q- 

Tianp qstiqftqqiTflft ufecN^ | trqq W^Jl^R %3tt>SR- 

tfft’nra ^qfrrsmtrej^ i *n^ft^rn5T =?^ft- 

^^piRRiTaR xr?«r^P95TRfatTw^ vftm^ i d i ??r- 
qsftif^Sqq^^n^ wsixftr Pffi **1*1 Jj^t^cr-g^SrTt^^TJtHpT- 
<tr w^iT^nt^j ^^fp3fjflf^a?pp*r I 

7, •5I?'pw ln ^ i ^ T gj- Jjmnftr: | ^rcfta4: *tRfft;s§lR 

12-rpiR 1 %T^t?CT 7T#n3.1 * 3 *mw antrawm i sp^T^r 

spf *n* pwMi; ^«r #?-3ifft w q snpftrftft sp^rr | 

<jrp5%x^;rfy^n:ivi i ^pm%[ *j qqrgfaqtrr i 


















lees. 8,9.] 




^=3 


?Ttt ^gi^dWi^ n H gw. i g»g grote- 

^yvj- f^f^ffr xn?)" gr gggg ^ i ^,13 ^ifircTi-t^t < i n ift^irr^rray- 

gpjfr^gr w iWd insg^gr^^Tf^r^ig^wra faftwig 

wf^r l 

8. ^igcTr^n^ %T^TW^Oif*T ^ g^K^ng^ JZ^t- 

grg 1 gg %twi%t^t: wfggr: *rgig gra*: s w gw ^raV 
g 4 f* 3 fcf | gpJTt'^l: gg: w€t ^ JZ^faTgTgf^^TTg! I 

%T^tr JZ^frig I 3 gq»g f^m gggxpng^K- 

^xggfa gSjcgrfW^lWct^VtW^ ^KWI- 

1 fggfa ^ *f wt gR>*T<sgi *f?r 1 * igt 

n Wlflisrai: ^^TSfn *T Jinffrld | ww w H'%\m\ I 

#?g;^lf^W 5 fxi d^g ^TOTf^lI I 

ggfq fftcn^tif^^ra? siTWRT^si^fyw 1 

9 . ggi 3 fgm fgggft qr qxt% gqTs^g^g^T jctbI- 

gjg 1 crht^ ftmi 1 ggwrg dewt I ggr ^ sr^; 1 groici^ 

fpg ^T 3 Jtxfg ggi ggwrg ftiwf i^ngf gr g<g)fg 1 ^^ra^n- 
^ *fegp*ig fag>W*iW*TWTffl g^ffl(Sig: 1 %q hw- 

gjgfgBRt gxurf^iwgg gT ggqfflfer ^qgf%qimgq*^qircTgrf3 : 1 

ftrgrwfl^T^WFl *fg 3 fw^fflftl ffl 3 T^CT- 


g»rcK 3 : I ^ 

xsfc^fHr^T sutpra^ sSretrew g^fggmf^txng^wm 3 3 
flgrmflfsT^mji 1 g«rcfg <rw? *fg gffi^i gra 5 ^ ^ giwigrnt. I 
wt f? j gmsgift^^T 1 ggfag 1 3 g^fg 3*33^33^: 

wigfg 3 fs ggjfg fggi^g^g xfg =313^1 grreaftrstgiq ^ggfgftrggng 1 
afj^oci^ccvirgfggi^iggg* grggrnggggg 1 gggrg ®fi 3 ; 
fqciT ggw^ awt ggwg ^st wtfg 1 

gqgxw 3 ginifqgtfgqrtgw: 1 fad 1 rnTrwigiTgrfVwgiiw^fg- 
ggfggsg^^g^ giTsgtggig'qqTvnqifgfq ggxgn: 1 g^ggg g^T{ 
jfg^rg^ fsfgijgggrg^rg 3 *#jfd v fa; gngfgjdTrfa <w gTgi_ fggx ggviig 
fiig^g ggrar*. 1 gqf^g%fif%m«! iwfw: uriig | 

gg^ n^t^f^gTfgwfg^TyigfgTT’yfgci^^xjuriifVggffifg gi*«gg 1 

fgg tn 1 d\*i d ifggiq fiSK.f'^'gifggrg 1 jg gi’gfgg ( gf^rx!i grarg 1 grir 

wfg-.i/t g toi wig 7 <I'gOi<xi ggrg gw; | «n^%Tsfg | qgfr 3 Hpiew 
sip^i§'fgwT®gfr ! 1 gifggjTO gg fgg^tgggrwg ifg it 1 



















[Chap. iv. 


*srsi: | 

^^ *s 


vrmt mtx I 

^ ^ «s 

wrecsai n^fji srn^r wsitra*;^ mwi mmTffi cp^t% fw?nf?T 
cT^*TT% WSJrrffl cT^HT% ^WqeafifJIT^fcT <^cW | 

g^jfiJ&Tpmrre ?r sm*i <?n9W3 f^g sfefe- 

*ra: I irwra^I ^ ^ TgfqgU lri«y faftlfiT: ^jfcrJTfT HTgtr=n^Jj^ 
q^RTTWra 53^ ^fwrf^IT 3*£3f' *?rqeflf«: *r? *TOm%T **W- 

g^mr «rraift *rr4mr *aNnroraf?w%w i 

19. nw*n% ^h^xq^m fi^fjpft <?wg i cim ^ *rs^rfer: i irr 
cto Hfjr^ft m g cTwrs'^t *aj*r?fH i ^« 

^FITS^ | 


11. %^TT : ^ftpBIT ^PRTTT! f3*toft«T 

^TOTOcT! cI^R c)?U cl^j U?W%fcfeT JWW^reffisfiirTrr *W?T | sfctq%- 
WTRrsRvn^T^ i ci^rr ^ * *& i ^T^t^s^^^gftTgirrgm: i *S? 
^fcnST^T?? fg«%W 53lt3Ici: II 3ITO «^fwni I J^fiqitl *3Tt%: 


*rfwnrr% g f¥«ii*z?raRsr^r srwr- 

^fdai-ur^ ^nph^nf^nT^fg tc*ht i wssrswfwgisr ^rRr*s»^ ^raf 
fasfrpjifaftft | 

1 z. srg «?*rfti wrqt ^ref^nraifk^rrsimcT 

*fefo?<J^r5ISir§ic5R- 

fs=(fcT Mg. i i 35nr^^fcr *;w vw\'*r- 

5fiFTTim'< tj^iiq^rwr^r^ 

gm; ftn^tfrfa q'*mifti^«r ^^t^k^tItt swwrnwifitw^ i w; 
tn; *i»??£Tr^ITT gWT^ftx?;: I fqg4(?i*FI^M7 ftnsr- 


?rpf T s'9T. f? fsrvra?T TITfr: I *T ^ ?T^f%*lf«i<*r^TC^I^T- 

snrvr Tiiprarfa wr^ra i tpuf^rma 

*Tmif- -aTfflaixrrft ^ai^tiipiTf^cg^Rfqrrtjm^: i ^«jt 

?nwrOT^qaflT^^TO5ir^if?^wm^K^rgwflw?[^5^f^TyTil- 
l ’f ^ ^r?f f^rifw qnrtfwma i * 

snWiWPsi^ ^*wran( , ^ f^giim^qrfeaqrfii. 

*p§Tffif*:fa wr?ig_ i ^ wr=« aOf^inpm^wit^n 

fjfept cT^WI^m fafyriSTrt- fVi;E|ir[pf2'-agfsa^i^IT’iS^f--(q^iir^fy- 


















miSTffy 



sf^rrsnii q.3 w^z/qfqpJi'iqfq ^norra^ l ^ wraqr ti^rarfHri^ftisu^ 
g^jfflfcT fl^T^lWgf^fW I ^ ^ fWJiq 

•fWif^jTtl^nfjrft: i *)i% q% fqqffiiw^^^^r^qrjra c?w 
ti^ify^TOT^: i wcnqra*ra ra^Pra ra fqwnnTTorfq ftranr^far: 
qqraorarfyqnrqfciqT^rra i qm^grat i srtqira qr fqwra ysrarararp 
‘■i'jsrafl qr ai^wq ^qjq qr Bfqwra *sfq(ABiquj q%cj, rprarart 

--^farri fqw%ftf<r r qrersrw qifornrafl i 

^fl^cT i 

fqwq>% g wft qqfirwiirar qrarntf qrtfafq firawifwot ^rtrafq 
qqviqiqrera i *mrw v -1 qqqrr: fqqraqgwm fqwqrw: i q#: ?r? 
fqwmq ftrra *ra ^^nfdiciy i fqwf&^ira fra ^ra#ral9n; qqsm wjqi; i 
*raT yq cranny qrarymqiqq y i qoqrfratwra gqrrylylqyfqrqTfflfcr« 
13. frafray: qfouyqtqTrayiyjFg fqqiwqra 

q’lwjqx: B^r'qrriynwg: 9Hgqio^ wfqy trarar i «q<zwntMaii« e«jt- 
yif^ira qq%q qi i fyyoiw yqrara sirara ratw fqyi i won^yrra 
<p~for ratmrfTTytqqry raq i o^rfra irair wy^if^Eforarg y i ra¬ 
cial qrar fqyfssit won *ra: i ^sira^no^^rii qorT fq«qr?q- 
fyfrfq ii syyrs wsnnqrflOsjraiq ^qyrfMH qra^ i 
yfvtfqyiqrs yq fqqnqronufq qrara i 

3rfq fErensfqrair: i 


• CHAPTER V. 


PART I. 

1 . 5?ra qqraraqreyraTyfy^ra^ | <ry jpp , 

taraif^^^ alfalfa l ^rgyrafqgqTff qfpj ratyq' ^qqfufq |j 
qf^yfflfa^^ 7 W^^i'<'rrqrfwaf^oraq 1 yqqy quf^TTO^fqgfiis- 
ttfciWT(? i r^p , ^ < i :ri ^ J1?T, l ynfy^'<fqyi i qy ^ly*t qfofif«raw n oqrej'jres- 
^qrw i fqwyjlq qifyqnlq ^yqnqffiTfq | w qyrw i fqBBTguqwirayy- 
flunijqnrafl i snfyqqfN „ snc* | 

v yw vi’TUIiy^f’r f.^'Si ^T-fraqq q | wtS^tT fqsrax^ qf^y ^{ysr yiy 
fwfq il qfl^fq Wraqq^q 5?n|jqfl | 





















[Chap. V. Pt. I. 




%nrero% aftwwreT SRjnmma i ^mvst ^fl^sr^r f<^ ^T f^ i * n « : jJ - 
srgfPi i 

^ ^ if** ^wwPmiftsywii ^ ^fc? mini srf% 
ct* fmis were i wra i mm« *m<mram i %xxrfii *^ri ^ 5ujt- 


m i firm *mm^m wr *r cr yfsr 11 ^q fq^aj mm- 

^ <mn m^'JioSKife *ii'ii^f%f^ei^«s»ftj^ih<^ tI | $rnrg 

*T 'TT^KFn « 1 F 9 FJ f^«T 5 qf^f?I I 

ytfsrr mfFrT^fa *r ^ i urtf ffrarej ma 

| *Tri: ^TWtKi cf 5 ? 3[W ?^V«r *3p?faf?r || 
mw mtvv srfcjf^# i firmf^rH fg^mf^- 

mflfws m ^fa*if»ifer qfrwmcT | 

^ra' i ^tJWc^iiv: i i ^?r- 

^itk^% <T 9 wt?: i *mmf 9 fa*riir ^iramisf fwT- 

*<*Tm I swwfer ^nf^^(Tin^%RHT^T^ I 

<rr?gr.m% ^ ^thrrt srf% 3 <m 9 i %Tni«fwfwtcf i 

*r^r ^Twrfywn.iixisra fi«i<rq«itri i wm mrerai ^re- 

^ps 1 *r$ m?r % mg jrgsrfflsifii crmwtT- 

siTfmsRt f 3 i«Mif^vrv(<R'flw 1 m^^rawTmsrara 1 

C\ *** 

3 . ^nJTRJTf?.^Mfsi^ Fmct qrnmg^n 1 mr 

ufiraMh **T?- nfc^facfflii traraifaft 

•irct gpwr>rr iftim 

^ff g gfkf^r*TT m *5^® WT I 3T 5 5 «4p rei%r || 

f^rsTmT^r 9 tt mat f^sn 1 ciarhar w®i *sf- 

«r«m 11 jzmqwcm^Tm 1 wsi 

tffc^fRcTO II "3-CTT 9Rjm WTftT IPB! m | »mg: 

«%i'»t rfar^Tir ww 11 *rw: ^cra- 4 r^i' m3:1 

^grcrnirfmfhm ci^^ffifsr 

wf\xm ^jr^nrm 1 f^irr^Tm’g v*$ iziW 1 

^»33i^Tfqr fqFHTft^r ^UTm ft^f^ci: | ’ISRjmr 

^1 1 ■aft y i cK rg^ g ^rFmwrpqfar 

tjf^fT fgrfxiTfirm^^it jR^if^yc^rir f^ig 

m»r ^ir^tcnR 1 1 5 ^ing- 



























ci ^ gfi fq ara sfcT i n^wqwfir ^terxferqi cn^r 33 <^rr- 

T^fcT ?re wi i 

flBlftfcfaai qafwiWtl I W 5 ? ?Tm- 

*rercr:! www i a ^ siwi^ wrlr 


4. ftrerf^^f^ra sraqr^ t^ra^Hr? unarm: i fte- 

wmfwrrgrfcrfa: ^>j»f f^ra i srumsm wrer^w ii 

^rrqtaem wsifftf amWrewiiaqimfr ^rfirare: i ajr%isfq i faw- 
w qri qiq: %q ^rt *rw 3 i wtrerw^rif^fcr qnarram ire aefer 
^ qR%^life%TrfN trfaaifq *T ^Hft ^jfflfeT qfs;<m | sgjpg f»TW: 
y(ciqrtieee;i\^q^ ^^T^cj^eq =^qniw ffaWTJTfwarsfirqiTifq wqfrr 

tre; i ^rin^cqt^iJTRj qiqretcng fWwwrqis trfsRr^^TewqTeT i 

5. wtv^sfq ^re^ffw.^ein isrftng ^rTrPtqjfflarr? ?re: i n 
fsr^ie: %q: $3: fs^T^gwwRTR i *srerqfq ^ {%rjif^ «jreT*m?r- 
nrsrqfn n fairer q?q: I 

if^33^flv% frret i inm ^q+jarr^qn^n - 

sw i erKifN vn ^fW erTcfreifjrcm | U^TTKIW^rrSf 
q^qqw i wqr ^rtur qfe^tfflfmi fqare m 

q ?re^ 11 

g wrq^?mre ^rrarejfflarre am: i *rex sftira *m=ri 
f%re c)ftR«r emi *?x wqnww^ftT^rm n ^ 

fw fqqreT^wfrrere a ^rafaararfqaifa ares1 ^trei gran 
w^fearrfc anarTnnnatsfq wrzTaaHTnefaaawa amaianara^fer %fqn | 
^nfirw iret ^f¥ar *fer ajrrermn^rTsra froi unf^er: \ 

6 . q^qTarrefir aif^afq a ^T*qwreTfq.(^re qiisjx 

tmt | a weir na ar war a fqai nrxa^x *re i arxar^ qx f^f ^ 
^sglunr Hwfaana' i afa ^^^xsiaar a^iira awpj|3 q^xrr i ^ 

<xra: warwn i n^a TOaror *rej%3 wtfenkam | 

aar aroft ^ wjmn «Hi are 3 tfW$s with war ™ t 
Him ^ *fcror: * ^ ^T3i 

^ 5 rrf*m! I ^ ^tr^r -«t f WTJ f (| 

^ T ^ wf ^ awH 

rm I WWT^T^fqqx^^ ^ ^ ^ M» 















[Chap, V. Pt. 1 / 


• fwtT w m srtufflfcr isfaqqw*! 'ifqangTO I 

*^fil cf*?TT %H*f ZtfZl tt^t: fqmfq ^qpjq 3 «wm 

*f qq i ^tRjRftrara^iT ’m&nfeT i Wh^iipit 31 ^ 

q 3 ?rrffcT ii srr^fzm cmi qsqqrcjTfqpr srrgrfqfcr ^fq?w i 
. qrqr mtrf^^^i-ei^flriRi i fm^Tm^qrfsr^Fq m3; 1 

7 . qm??: 1 qf^cRRJii ^'r^ra wlmf «%31 *ftsft cm 

• ?mq 1 ^t ^ *ftir xr f%m *mf^f«fcr n 

firqrfqqr qqfafq 1 qqjRiq 3 sfrifTpr 

yfscw 1 qfTt^rfqqi’q fq^Tf^frt^Tifufcr ^rnia^'i ^iivrt irf^rf\- 
trt<qq gprf^n 1 qm mm^R’ri^w 1 ^r^^T^qiqfqfW ?rrqq 1 



str; ^mwRT 3 j^raTO 


«<*j-siiU fqqjIRlfq *T ,%q: | .^W=T^ 3 - 


0 


qqr qjqiwifa ^gmfqw fqqqiq 1 

mqrqqtqfvraTq«t q fe *i ^isn 1 mqqq ijwif^itsr qrrfq 
» 7 Wtfcr qigq SnqJTftq; 1 qfqftqqqy: | $ 3 *rtw^fi cl^lfH- 

^^TRW^f^fflTTf q^ST cjmr =f^' I -qgism^sBf^^fq 

*rj-q ^n*wm^Tcrafq qffi^rai tftffi^ricrtqra; 1 

qq troH sgmiq-smi fmn ^aw qrfhcnqq qi«m I 

sqq^RTqqqTqgfq q fqtTq; 1 1 mqqq^rcn^gifqqq q<q qwqq 

criaiqmt 1 qraqq quTpa^sfq 1 q *i»qfq- 

^TU% I 3 T?tW ^ffaq WT q^iRtT II «pkl®J 

qfafq% q I *Wfc^TU% qq?Kjq li% I STT^Wfct^ ^^TpT- 

7 raq *fcr ^Tfyfq^qjn qqsjrq^sTqqTyqi sfa q qqq *«r? 1 jit^t^t 
qrftqqf^gmqTqrarqia %rvi 1 «fq 3 qtflS ^q^rfqjret- 
cwmqjq q*w 1 qqiqem qqmqqqV qm^OTqRfqqi^qqj qqqfqqqq- 
q<qrq I qfclW?«n^Tq^fq qqrq qatmRTiqTrfqqircT 
^q» J 

8 . »rt qr-i srfqqq w«nq qfgm qqrfqfqmrl ^rffisror? 
** qq I vmi qffi^ci ^?i*e 7 iTqq qftmr ^fq.f?f 1 ^wni m^inTT^qT- 
qqq^^ h jtqf^ajfqqTirrq^ 1 #ly% wiq^iq^ri 9 <nqt «pfl*n 

«wifq qif^ fwtJT qfcf jirj% 1 


vi «ftqqn»fiw 1 

















misr/ir 


faWJll ' 31 * 4(3 if I | 


- G <W 




PART II. 

1. ?rf%*TTjft I cR *R: | afiTSJJT ?7« 

^ I wtfcsr ras^f tT33T wfhra^ *R1*PP ii raw w^wravraT- 

www^^niraTci ^T^^Hfjmtsrr fafwcrrai ra^nrafwtx 3Tra?r i 
fVrei^rarerawt i 

^rar: i raranra nwwrarai H3rai rat^ra frasrai ! rawst 

ITTcTT *3131 fxTctlftT 3T || raw g «*WraW ^=1 3^13?? raflfywn:: 

STcffaW I 

T^trara^rofaslfawfwf^ra^v^fgwi i *roiw fra* 1 ? i rarara- 
^ wr ui^ra raw ^raj xj-Zt wKiw wrap srairaTra3*wr33 n 

^jsqX^-jj trawf^Jcj 3W WT tftWT W* ^ra. rat’-ra WraP *?3raP fra^P 
srsfT t^ffs^Tn 3rar- rarawfa i Wr #ra1ararat raxwt i wlraratw 
qftaraTiiiirawi i ^rarafywrawrafcr 3W3 i raw w srwrai *fa ramr- 
raiftrarani ^tjrairwrap rafl*rararaJi^raj3t^ra ra&tprcretf i si ww 
q^i' vrfjra^rt oW*xra rarswrfflfxT i 

iqfnra^J nsjefrawsrasr ?Ttw : i ^ wrafsp i ratvw rara- 
wrat *jftwr w ci^ftrat l wni wa raran 3 11 

wrari<R ^t%g: warararaTfl 1 fi^fti^t xjwrarafarat 1 flTW_ 
cRfnfcr ?fhwTW craTOit® farafa *nm *f 3 tj^jTfttfjrraw: i _ 

rasrwrarawTW wrawfq wsirat *3igra*\*nftwffirar? «Tii#ra*P 1 
nfjiwff ^xrawt srrt f%w*rcw l fwira fifswraTsft fafa- 

%*m 1 cim w *w 1 ^irarart i ^rarawr- 

wSwf^ra^w ^n^r raR^fftsarorejW* 1 3 w 

33 T y^r^rnTwra fwfflfa ^rrafafa rara« 1 ^>wt irs% 

u=re^ oF^iraf 3 ranrl%flJ : 1 ^ 

^*sfofw*rar« I 1 wg 

rftop *qtf<W?3 *fa ^l^*lTW#«wr«flr ifc I 

2 .' srHavra grarafanilra flra*ra» «f aawi wifq nw^f§<?nrT- 
^ fl?£fr? fisT? i wtiw ^taw 3 a rani, ^flnctraira^ -b Tfa 1 gffcram- 
^ ww *rmaft*re*i% Vga^r 

f& *fteraf«fa *hrcrfrasra% 1 afifww f^,% ^q^r.*- 

^.rat Groat «*& 1 ^fraftrara.f*! «^fc? 

va: 1 rai<0ef*T<«j{^4H^4|(^^ rmis; 1 ^rasf 

fl^ra tf^ra w? <a^ra : ?ra f^i a 














misr/} y 
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| f5ra?i^ i ?ng^^ cit^fH ^TMi-ylg- 

SfifVrafq ure: I »TSJrf^T^^^cn3T 
^fcTCna^ [ffiranUTO^: I ^fa^lffl^JU^lRfcI 5n5XT(3Ta | 
s^runifa i ct<^et fug^iw^rEq^ircrai ?rhra- 

f*m?irrfq fwf*nnR^TMT^ *raf g^ra^n^i i 

am ^n^^^nf^fcT ^a%ij ^ f^wuvt fMfcr- 

3. ^ferf%uf«si *>rew ^fusmrn i craifit trqfmsrriTSTT ct^wt 

narr^TT ti^TTpr BWRfrafht%ciprt srfErfeiprf *nrer*ri ?r^wT% 

f%*nrr*nfl i cj'qt ^ jf[cm; i wtw ^^m^Rmyfcift&cimTajfeT i 
; arafMw ^prwr fM*n ^wjtt frasri tsnraipi ^er^n^n ^ 

^n ? s?TTET'H | SHUPT ^q%5f | xf ^Err^TTs^rt- 

fiuafir fafawpi^ipif^rcm i i 

4. ■^cicrT’f^raHfr^qT^pg ww4 jfhm^xjvr i 

S*n% ^fwswr *{% siTC^rgsw i ^f^<2jrrrnvn% g fc^f 

?*3%et irf% ^rmwiwf i ang^ffw;; 

^TJipaK^PTRI ^fl-^pqfq ^fWWfM'TOfCT ^fh^^RTfiT 

gnt^^ f r^-a ^ trap?ng*H gWfif*if?r nift- 

marf^r'm ^iftrem^rro^ I HTft- 

ipg fTfrci^^ioar *rprf5cf% ctt*sjt 3jT@cm i sfrarenrr f%=rr?- 

fEt^fipRiift ^ tnfxxnrajfflfh tifa^T ^x^ifm i 

6. fgwteja.mj i 

arm a^ifw^fiT saw ^i^fr^f^rfar ?rw% 
q^n T< ill f H I 3?3Wjf«IW?r | 3Rig|f%ct^: ^qJSTOTrlW- 

^r%s*gg ^rjf.^iref^ ar ircre*?Rr 

| Wg'<f%c)tTSHI% ^f^SWT afcT SiTt^TeUnft I 
WZ ^ffc^TS^TT: tRP 27 ?% | o^tt *S 

35rir rtf^<rlfswtr | ri^rfcf uam ^fifr*: I ^t%s5rt 

y^T ifVft-f ?cpra^Tjffara^ro ^fw*c^»r ir$m i 

aumf^ff WT g ^fyr^ arm^r tw-^nw i 

afa i 

tr^Tfy^TTg fcW%Cg gcii: fq’^tegJJ^CT flf^ft^- 

*w?nrsi»*ra Air min* snrfqcifli ^E%^n wsw^W^q^T ^TJZffiar 
injr^Tfcorrwmg ^^37^ q^ifc?*r J3T$l% l 

^fV^Tf^^r-^TiQwr^ * iffcnsasf* I 
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Secs. 6 , 7 .] 




sHjgt ^rfeirn^Tf 5 ^ *»pra»Wff <qsj*ro: i jitp! 

*TR %k?j | 

5T3 *fWT I ^ct^cR^TTing | 

<ggT3^J g fTOTJT^Sc^I^WT^WIQJmi^: | Sm ^[tT: nfq 
^rrepgn^ ^cR^rc^rnisralft: i srpsn^rt^Gi ^ ^rcfq w*wfw^ 

fwffctlft c?^T% x? rr^tjr^ JZ^T<Tt^?fi *1*^1 | 

flsfimrj ^rf I WT^JDt 3^T<^T 3T 

vr%f£rnr II ^rf^qrf^srTcT)yf^t^qr *f<T t%^f%cf ^r^Fft'T^TTmwi- 

aEfWsTCW | W^ftrURJ | 

SJ ’"■ 

wf^x^fw g^i^ciT JzwrfH i ci^vn% ci^nft <ps- 

^mwi^r: sun r<ifyq* i <*i reT^faTffiarre; I 

6. ^ sffaraqrfST: i ww^rfrrerif^tTirciT^^ ^(Jiiciw^fxr 

3 ^^Tfq ^qqRtrr- 

<33T%*r cf^rfq ^9To^^T^%TJimqicqifq??n^ ^swfjtiffaT %rc*rrw fq 
Jl^fj ^^Tri gffffl | fqn | ^^T<^Tfw^ 

3^3% fw$gq , q^5TOqi?l 1 ? ^ fRT^q^Ttn^T^THjTi^g^ (<&W 

l ; ^=r aftcrmf^q^quHis i gwpfcrre sitttci-- 

fi rei w r ^ ?4«i te <* n g i aw<q^^>^ T < f k wt TC ^ <R^^*ra%T- 

larWlf^^Kfsrq^T ^qrfqmng q^tflT^TtW?: XV? 5ITOI I ^TV- 

*mnuftf^ ^T *T ' N ' 'trgw ;; g ftgq^r»tF¥f^sHnwrqjq*nspirffl?rc*rr q^ci% ctjtt 
^wnifl ft srrs l 

7 . trfwifH siTnanHTqTri^q- 

5jfaf?jS^WU^ ^fwfy^tr: STO*Prrqg q^Tfy^T?:: I ?ffrt% fgjrjf 
«rs?ra yrrrf^^w i 'Wufil *w^f<T ^<*ro i fasg ( H f^ T 
rf-crifi g fMmii^r ^rM iwt*wi 3 farro^r 

♦iarfiT «T srflRtarffrft 9jft T ^^I^TffaTflTO*r: | 

fq^%^O WqT^^ refirqiqi l ^TWI^: ^f^OTTSI~ 

( r^4^iMT.m *qphn qnfoj: 1 ? ^ *i*nf\qq? n re^i 
fa* fRffiRsrfpTn^fl | 

i ? v ^ws^srfHrt ^nsrfM^rre;; i f^viwqia^iwpiJnftf syre * 
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[Chap. V. Pt. II. 


fqcRrfqqT^ HTc]lfq^T^f<5lcI q 

sn%T Wcnfqqi q ?qT3 | f^WW^^THTrl^ irsqpqTOTff- 
siflR® qipqfq^q^q^qrqrfqqs sqqjq i cr^^rfq cithi qjq$qq: i 
^Ti!|J!itwit% 5 fqqq qqq q^fcqifkqTtfi^q.TqTqqqqqiq^qiq- 
q^qm^Ktqf yu^i^qtaf^qqiqwxqqffRqj q 3 qqq- 
qraq qqxTp-nqifqqq qq i ftri qqi qirtqqi^frq qqf ^qx- 

ftTOTCqtqfq^q *q1qrXRiqqq^fq | 

^pqraqx^ - fqTrqqqqqqqqfqfq q?^ | q | *fta% qfqqnqnnfqqq- 
qqq «iq^<qrq i ^^qraqtnpi^ftq^qrcngT trqwTqtfqqiT^ qq sjfqtnfqq 
qqqt qfeqwiprqqrfeqqq: qiqnf^fqqxqfflqq qShtr *rrqqqiq_ | 
q^iTagq tuyfhfq | 

^ 5 qf^iTfiraT^^I?%Ktgq^ 7 !i ^fq 

fqfqraq 3 fqfwij 

8. TfTO ^fqg^f^qxqq TrffqpirTfifqqn-?: *fq 3 f«qi- 

^qrqfqqTflq*) *.rtqTqui?rf»qgx^q|qwqr qTfqTRnqq ^*qq: 1 

qlwciqrfqqTqqrqqnrt’ 3 q;ffqvn% qqrarqqrfqqircx q 3 qtfqqr- 
^rfqqKi»t*n«.«^ I qqTfq qR^q-qq sqrq ^fg^qiqqq^- 

sn^qqif<q [ xt%«i qx«qq: ^wqfcf | ^flStjqsq qqqfqsrqq^qqg «f*?)pfl^ 
fq*jqrjqqFq 5 n*Wqxq I ^TfgR^qwq q^trexrqqtfq 

q<i^i^-Jrf%3rqi3 | fqpg | qxw^q-qq qxqq | ^f%cR 3[fq qq^qqi^J 

cn«r qfq q q qw^TT^q 1 *| 4 i K« i x«i^qqTliqffq^ifq 

fl 13f<«l^ =| MqqRqq[qqqq 7 =nfq «T?p?TOJ* qqifqjjr Ipr q ^f%q*qq: I 

faq 1 q^int ifqi qqcftfq q^qrqqqqqiqqqrcT^qnjqTfiRirc 

^ q^iqviCqqi q 3 qqfi?qTf q^Vfqr^fqqr^: i 

qqqqq l qqjqrqq*?} qqqqt^rrqsqq qq *qrqpqsq 5 jT q xqrq 1 

q^qqfqqjqfjqqqisq qxfqi Tq^fqTfq 3^J : I q«qqT ^f%3 : qq g rt i q xqj- 

*^ T '* ^3-L I qnqqqqqqq q qqrfq W3q- 

nr-TT. q-^r f^%taiRrenfq fqjx%qq Ijqxi fqqtfqq^q BXHlfq^KTWTqq 
mJnqT^fqqvn%xxtfqq<^ Tqi1T ^ T ^^ K: , „ ^ ^j^x^jqqncjfqqq: || 
ffi^fqfqqlqxqqqqq^ VVFmwXMK qqwqRTf^RWq^q^ 
wwqqrqqwrq qq^feqTqRfliflfq^ qffrqr^qqqqiqRifq^- 

snqra^ ^^3 q«fqfq q ftrf^qq , 

9 ‘ t q%Tqirraqfq qraqrqjqqnag: 1 

gjywf^T ^qqrq^q -n * ffcjT--i iqtf^qrqj jjcTiqf qxqqi q^FRiqr^l 
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6. 10, ll.] 


srremjnflfwt^rf *r ^ i sqtfsj: ^ttnwn- 

^ •v. •v*S ^ 

Ir^rf^g 'ergsifq i ^t%CTr up fw^nfar tiRfer h wr^r- 

%WTwgT5n^g i ^fuaixi ^Iqferw•• i w ^^TO^wsn^^tftprT 

^T^ifiraT ^ray|3im«iJii-w^n;: i %«r 

i ^rsrrgurat^Tt wtR? cif^jcr ^fci i 

Hi^iPtOwiitowc yjffmwraT irgwft i cp?*n% wt?: xrf^rr^mi- 
* rnR " 1 gwortecsrrcr. i 

ici^iti<ifefci trfTTfftcn^T+rj ftCTifir i ^OTTg-Jn armifejiTfir I 
<T^rfcr srrfusanfar cn^r ftgjrrfa i ftmajfwsf^iSEli^ic? i 
rwrerg I ^jer^ arg^ir i ^re<i ^fr' f^wsinj^Rg i ^cffcri- 

?UfJ5T5Tf?f flTclTfir^t^jTf^IcT *fcT || ^ ?iig®[s^o|f»ft}T%if jqig: 

^arfflcTO i 

a ^ira^^Tng^it ftrga^^'KJiicj'aii^iftr ^fnrifjpgTcT | ww 
Tf*fra*rs i R<w *icii44i: ^v?jT?jT JZ'&ly: %rtt: i ct^wt% *i%wg«i- 

^tt% «%fHigRR ll an<nfij'=fR*n% cj^^t^ranrffr i 

<h^=i Rwxtw n^ciTipir^cft % ^ff^rrr asjm i ^fm- 

m 3rfcT tTRIWfl I cl^OJ^Rw jftcj- 

star ^ ur/iw 

R^fqcTR i ^Rnffarr^ aTTcrrfrft^ircrf^ finHre^trar Rqjrrei i 

in^nnt fosn^hr i uferora srr wnwr ifcr jfoRrapwg i 

10. wfarRTf «na i m^i1%fw^r%g ^fr ^TOTtira'sig 

^R=n^iciiii: i srr^jrRg sr^fafcr *r*sr*f wn §kt- 

Rwrt i 

cK^'JITfl] ^T3c)c^£Kui3'fl I 

cP^Sl'Sm i =5jrr5T:^tW STPS^T JTpjijRfq ^TTUPflcT 

sflusn vwBi % srnssrT wr^TRt^Rt 

P^fasjFl i ^ ^nx»nijrBrwraivn c^fq ( fqtrm- 

1 ^Wr^iT% ^g%T 5 Ri^TcT,| 

RfT^5f^Ml4T^ : n^«3T i TfT^^T^ | 

n. <m * 3 *ft Pm*j <**, wmtnr.wr tot ftw*** «* 
«?™i «pi ^ WB j „* 

atJiTansaiRi *n^infaT g ??5 ^t n 

g sf?qg»sif ^ ^ snaonffr i flrcft- 
































^TetR^c qra^nsqraqsrxg. | fqqx^qtxqraax^ ^ wsJixffcxqx- 

^cixfqgjixfflxqxiail'fg: | 

cia i ^rq*3%qqcqt^nfqtxsixcrj q ^ wiqore® 

spfUJT^ »^T(|J!iT^T^rn 5 %ffi qx^w i ^PWt? ciSTTqxqqrqi I 

12. %r^*rt^ i %^raxfnffi jrhrasrqqxfp 

sft^rar^ Tixg: i HigftfcT crqxjqrqq i q 4 %qx Kf^r 5 q^ncm 1 

1 3. qsaqri XTOJTTmsr^T JJclTqT ^*Tt qq«T% mi \ spqqTinl 

qX*W% VlSJllfH tjf^T I 

14 . qS?MT^:^PJTfy^T?Wl cqi 5 ! 3 Wfc?: I ?ng^T^t 

fq?^,Wt pM^M^H I I qslaiq^t xf WSgW- qqxtfhcXTS I q^TOTfft^T 

q qx isapi m qqqrrax ^ffaxsix: qmxsq: 11 qnft- 

PTO q^^qK'l^i: SxqxqqxqqiXqxq | qjqqrqqw^ XXXJlffl ^ I 

ijqq^q ^ wx^lqw 1 ^^xwratJiiw qfqwt wqqj sistox 

qqxn qr? q^cft Tjqftfq JRqrXqxqi q <5 ^qq^jrjx^fq^qurn 1 wq- 
^'+y|<t fjq<^tq-=(^^i 4 i{q ^^1 qi<inxqrrqxqqq»i 1 powers 1 <Piqxyra 1 qqx 
^ ?Tf^rmr% ^x;c?xqqxfqqiqqrq ?xqxqtqq: i qx^cT tPct q=s^q siqf^cr- 
%T^oxxxqx%qqxqqxqxq qxqqrwrpq qtfrq^i <flf?qqqx??x w fqq?- 
qx^ qfwqxg. 1 crax xr qq«*V*-i+t«q qqjqqNx: 1 

q^qx^mni ^qfafq wtqw^rpyqrrppwr fqqg^iqxfuqqf^x^ %qr*m 
ftq^iwtfqqxrq fi^n% ^qatq^fq^cpq^mnp 1 qqxqq qqx pqm^x^- 
Tqx^qtxqxqisxqra 1 qxxrwrugq^i^ 1 qqqxq*n% *<^fq qmxfqq «fq€- 
^qqjnfqtqqqqqqr^fqqtqqxsirqxqq qxgsuaxfqqq tRxxqfwrqq^qx- 
fgqirc: 1 

15. ^qx^srx 1 XTrax^XqqqTWfPT 1 qrxqfqx'm ?xfq^qq<qra- 
n'qq%wrqxq 1 sqp f^^xfqftf^qx qxqxqxqx xrfq ^%t 1 qxfqfetqxii- 

feqi^apRpcT t%r(gf?:fli qnFjpfiJxqq-qirra 1 irpnf^qraT qq 
q^^N- q^t^ficr?; gr^rt ^iqrpqqTfq^R^ie(%q 1 qjquqxrqj 

’qffTJP’q'qqT’qx qxWfxnfqqq^qfcj 
^q^VTT^qr^xf^.^reoqfi^^jrrt | 

ifxt ^1?Wfqq;jr: | 
















Seca. 1 — 3 ;] 






CHAPTER VI. 

1 . ww fe«TJT 3 rr% %qfqqqijrcpgi q^ HTcl^J fqwiq^n:: I 

WJ« I ^ Sf4t%5T wfqfy I travel 

^JTcfT^c^il I greffanri qs?5g fWfi*h war I cHT qw *HTC- 

irfqH^RfspT f%rffT! II qspq ^flq^^TCfqvrnrt | fqVl^cfqfciq^ 
*TT^ 5f ^Tij qTQjq^% r ^^TcT^fflfcl %T>2J% I 

2. qTn^cTT q^rqq^ ^q^qwnsp ^q^lT 3Z=ft- 

fi^rf^fer tr^rrR: i ^rrai^qq} qp^Rnfq qx^iqiiw 

^qq^T'qTqrqroftqcqTc^ I tR^t 5 W 5 JT 51 JrsfafflfH 51 | cpq 

*WP% q^qqijkiwqitqrT I I ^ 3 *siwq 

^^ra^inrfT^ %qt qfsraT 5f ^nfl^rarr»r i %r ^TVTTfqfqjjqfcT ^j$i 

* 3 W?i qqpm: I %Ttf 3 j< 5 : ^JT^WJT^ fqqqfqrg ^TStfwftfcT || q 5 ?q 
^WlfqcT fqswrapn?* ^rerqrfq^Tq 3W cTcqPnqqmrt q^T5f|qTfTT5r- 

Si 

qjniTjq5qT%q ^pq:qpq. matPr i qjaqq- *wfq- 

HI 3 TTq 5 TRI ^q^TqTWqqPTqfll^RrT qjqjf Hqqxtqq fTTqTOT: | ^fq$- 
qw ^mt%mfqqraT =qarr ^ w i ^tt t *rrfjr5WTJnqq% xrq?r q i 
|»IS[ q^J^q q^^qq *fcf | 3ft WlfjTswrJir? HTJn^qq fa?:- 

5qfq i wiifi^ qref%s*Tn q^asT qr q snr^cftfq qiqq i wrunsra qqr 
qrxin?g?I% qnrqfq %qq?nq | q^qq suffer W q^ q*H qi 5TT3tq- 
<T|fq ’qqq’q: | "^JrqpsfPri qqjqnj qr*! ?nyKiffqq|^nfq qr^<qqiq^RqqraT- 
srqTqrf^qqwq I ?rb£; ^ fqqil 5?IWT?irfqfqfaciqT *rmq JTqWqm 
^iqqqqsfr JZumqrtqTqqfgqr q mgr s:fq Pmm q qqq% g^nqqq^ir 
3rU5TT5iTfqrfqfq qsqqfigq fqqqjq qrfffflrqTq|%cqT^=qTfq flreiqqqrqm- 
qjqqqJqrT'fin q^qryqwgfcf fqqqqqTqqqrqTfqfqfqf^qqTfq qqqqiqi*r 
f*n5if%cm i 

3. qri? srrfJlfwS fqqqqfTq «CFs[ fqqfqcTHfq rfq srroif^?]^ qiqqf- 

qfflfq if.wfq^f^^^ 3 * 51 ’^ ^isnqq ^T=f | qq^nq^c? qqjjqsntq 
vqiq^rq i qrfqHT?rqti%i^q qs^niifwwfq q qffiqj ^ cq^iffi- 

.-qUll^qTW qf ^ i^qqfqrflfqw^T'TW'faliiq fqqr^f^Rf | Jqqrfijq\- 
W>;it qrcfH 3r^Tiqq«Tlq(q[f^fcfqiq; | ^r i^rqqiqfm^ qrpqifq 
^iq^iqwqqqqqfl^^rrwrqrr^^ij^j^q ^rqqTqpgfi ^TSRqiqa Vfqq; q- 
siqifq^i 
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CHAPTER VII. 


1. i <v^ i qgsqg^ 

WJ ci^ | SFIT^HITJTcT qqj 

i «t ^ 11 fti@^nf%Tra^pT i 

1 9 T?t s fc fqs^vtugmjf cTTOTOfwi*y«TOT^ Tl'gTST^rretT’CfW- 

^Ttft Cpai^Sl | ^^fkj^TgTrph f^TffP-JJl^cT: I 

wni f^nffTriWH ^ n 

mi(^ i'-i»tn=(i^R 3 jm«w t«j 4 !^gfra^q s?b*jRr ?wn? i cR;*iiin'cf- 
vftiisT f^rr mm^crej qi i ciqr *ra f^raisrw ci^jcr tPt ii jR^cfcr 

win i r 5 rja?i^ faa^q ^wts q^qxofog, i ^rai^i ^ ci^jrfem 
<g ii %qnf^rr i 


^^T^TJTcTI «uRqe*ieyi f=l <l il^TgclTqTflfq »JWT fqajq 3 ^ff: aj^pri 
qsq«i<ii«rj ^firg i qmwTjf ^im-a gQw 

fflfrf i ’qgvJi at y 4 <ui ^ +ifwg<qrar^q ^ sw fqr«%j;fawq: i 

g^gr^snfqvnsjift qiaj cTrr^Ri sgiqi^g trnr flanfa triift sjg^rc- 

an^ ^FJfejwq K^iq^RlpT qfTHTqmqRi: wf%cjftfcT «T %q: | 

2. ^qfww^n^fRJTO# flgsrr i f%?j! I 

q=qr^' si fqwsq siw% ii tN mw?. i q^nPx c?tt- 

*?r i fqqrai^rq fg*nqg%g | xscrnj wra artgi^ «r g 

%prfqc?r fqtnsqn i ^qrg^w;: ^qrt%: rqwigtwtsg: i f@im- 

Wtf^flT *1 ffflisqr: qsn^Jir ^ qiKfqcl^fT: | ^fq i? 

f%W33TT ! | *T fq*TT3r ifff J^cW^q^Tq^l SrtJI^JTais^pjnffi^T- 

T* := ^% I ^grcfqwojj^ fqa^ifqtrasnt^ci^TCfq ??^frq%T^iw i Jr 
fn w : qf^raT q'T qsR? fgtrrar: ’fwqfcr qgqj^q g ^crht i fiajx ^f[- 
^Tfsj: | '6FW?.' ^TJlf?r^ffl^TWT^f^: I ^ifqHT^i x? ^ irtifi ¥1?^- 
^ 11 ^ti 3 ixanMi*<'g cigqrrfjcifT ^isjfif^qtif^fir^q arPr 
i a^i^twrrapjcra * 73 ^ I srwrcT j^fTOn rfcy 3 ai fa jWfliJr- i. 


• ‘ fqs^c? q^nfj^R ^Tct^w | ?7^rf I 

yn: 9 !*j g fqg^T^suf^q | ?M^fgfff 

^ 5T fcrwi^: I qvsrj- g: WlfW^^lTI 1 

#W<J *T mmmv ^ ^wrihTO 

fc,s^I^lf5W3r I qm qf^ 3r ^^ ?raT ^ ^ ^ , 

fqWT9Sf STfl | 
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5. *T f^WJT'- I qg 3 H 5 ,Tgg- 

jjffiT g | gagsg gfg | ggx ftcz^g^rfa ftjgHjr g^si 

g^ggrfralg tiqwigfgfg ^giing l Wtfwrg^r- 

ggg 4 £x i g g jrfrajtraTtPfe^ i 

6 . f q ewr^ ' W tqrf^qyq^T *a?<g gfi^lf^fwi^T^g ^fggxf.lj 
isgg g* grcsjfg 1 grgfggrr g i 


CHAPTER VIII. 

1. fgHTJTFlfy^R^ 1 I ^TJTpSfg: I qfqggrsgs 

lTfg> 5 TTf%T ST?: I ^ptfl' 5 fgt%<?)tT 3 iraT WS^TH xsfgg'siqti: II g^P qfg 
cT 5 f: i wtgrat gf? WcT wggr g*a fgwJirgigltgg i gfe cqgw g^r 
g^gjrgreitfbraTfggT gfi wrgr gfewnr: Hjr^Tggnifg^ifggrf^fg gtenfa- 
grirrfiggfg *ggg i %i i <i ai^g i jjwpggarafn^tgtro rgfggfggggtfgfgfgf- 
gigrr gnwfl i ggr? gfk^ : ii ^fgur^i^upffgggT gfg i giggTsfq i fus- 
f%^gfgg: ggrt g’g ^gi^ggxfggi' i %rggrr gift g^s’si g^gg ^g- 
Jcfg n gggfg i gjgafr ^Igqfgcr^ srrggiqfggT ggi i 

3 r g ^f^fsfgf^gr sfg n snfggi fgngffif^g g^r ^ fgfgf^g: i gg 
wtwii'g: i gif^g fgfgp^gT: mfriwfTftgT g^rt i 

2. gg gjigrggis'gw^i g wwfgr f^g uigrrg^Tgggrgtf^gr grigi: 

gigwlgi! i gwtgx 3 ggrg ^Tg: 1 ggrrw gg ; 1 ggfgrgftr gggt ^195^*^ 
ggifgjirT 1 gfggxsu^^f'T 11 wu^ gig^jgn 1 

3 . crgifq qfct^Tggigf^graTggngf^wgggfggftigig.i 

fggx gigf^ggfggTi’g fgggggrg 1 r 

4. gggrg fgwnngngg grwfTSR^gfsigg 1 g ggfgwmTgggfg 

ggfgwnntrfg® ggrnrrg’igrg 1 

irgT^ftggtfggr %igfg|g^#gsOTtggfg fg^rg^gigp^T: 1 

1 ^xgpgungifggwTgggTgi: 1 fg^wg ugr grrg; gig^rgi fggr«gi- 
fiifg gugwgjxg l 

5. gfggifgg f^lfflfggf^gggm^gcqig^ 1 gr^pni g ^gifiggfg- 

wrfggg 1 ^ m\ ^ffgg Tsif^gtgggttigrg: 1 

6 . wtgrgfgi«gipqsfq grqgntrwiits^tigrf grrjft^g 1 1 gN- 
sjigagr fggigi wrirsTfggi: 1 fggfpn: ^ignggwggrgg^g ggji: 1 gg 

^g«npt : gwq^ggFftK%sfq q^gq^Trrfgg^g^Tgrgg. 1 
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7 . qfqqqfgq^rq VTCSW I cmi xr %q 5 f: | J?q fqqft q ffilqf Hl^q- 

^TSTJWr: | qfqq: qfqqicpq fqrff} qiqiwwrfjiq: || qqf qfqqqqfcqWW 
q^q I cfcgcrr: ^ ^mqf$&U *F<T || qqfsTqifq: I 

qfqqq^qr-q qfqq^q^finre*! qfqqrHiq^q ci^lfq qfqqqfTq | qfqqrqqr 

qfem%H[sq^ fqnqp ■ETT f* Wqqtfq qph | JJcf xfw f^TTJT^I%T- 

n^r^n 5piqfeqrirs<ztq=l<qTq i 

8. ’ssmtq^Tsfq i ’stu^Tur gqlh wfr^ra^ snqq i q q sqN p^q- 

*T ^rifcT || ^q^iqf^qiqqTCiqfl^tqftqrqvj- 

GTcWqi: I sajfHKfa^nrtasi: =^3T: q^r qrwfq qqi? | 

\» v 

q ^ :?fitqttqqqqqmiqq qfcTcicqrq qW ^K^jqsq *fq | ;jqq • 
qqjqqqqrjqqqtq^ 3£qqqqfqqrqrq i 

9 . Sfifar^TT ^f%q^T fqqrwifq Hrf^lp ^fqfpqqir^ I cffi- 

f^qqj qqjcf?qr: ?nwftvi?:<fpjT qjqfafr^rra^ | i 

%TJTpSfC. I ^jqpgqr WffqiT qiqqft wl?rrqfiTn I ^qqi qifqc)%qr 
w^t: ^rraq/qq: i fq^rfqr qjfirqrfcqq: qfqfjqrrqrqq n 

10. ^TqqTJq: | ^qqifqclTq fbfqfqqjtqqnfq fqqrf«q | sqqqrfqqr 
f*aU<*lSKi: I crm W^lfcT: I qrqqh%TSqjqE!TqTqT^f: qsiTq qg% I qfqf- 
^iqT: ^’tfqqT q qqr qqfwytqq I ^q’rwnramruq; fqqqqqrqq ^gq; i q?q- 
wfsqcfqq qif»q %«T 51%T51STO I qqr qqr fqi feq qt q uprUir) |. 

qiw Wiqq %T q fq^Tq q qTfWw; | WW^rediqwqmrq- 
fqqfqq: i q?rqrc#ft sp n 

I fq-^ q»Tf c r U^TOTW^TSfq q?;: q*S: \ 

^st %qqrcjifaqq^T q q?: *fq i 

qw^I^Rq fqq^rqq gq; I qwrFqq qfq irfan ^qqq qrq- 
»wqfq *m-. irqqwfig: fqg^q^i»q%q qqsnRcrcqq^sb ^qr qqqifq- 
qnx *fq ursn | 

qqrfu I «cq qq fqqr^JHT qrffsrf qjiq^T qqfflfq | 5qq^T=q «JWt- 
■nfqqqfhnT fqqrsRr^pg quirq^T j;fq qrq: | 

?fq fqqTJlTqfqqqfqjtr: \ 


CHAPTER IX. 

i ^ qn;q: | qW 5 rrqi q^q: qq?qw gqqj- 

f%in -1 qj q ( ^ frnrT _^^ fqqffjff^- 

«flftl ?T I flf?, ,| 
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FtWUlHsM3|<jr$Kq<»I I 


I ^^RI^cIT ^T§^T «TIci%T qf% f%W3TT *fq *f% 3ifqcT 
guiri •gujwflr *<*ii%t?r f^HST *jaw I ^f^T^ranicft%cTsi wpg i uaj- 
wu %sifq@f%5Triw : q'T ^ ?3f%%prrf%*gTq: i cj^j 

.Scgf^vriJr^fcr WIRI cTOT aj 5 Wfft ! I *^1%^ ^cTT fq^^f% 5 JT- 
^?W | ^ W%f^STRT cI^T S 3 JF£% 33 % || sn^ Wfifgmr 

^f^msjTf^ni %ttf ^qffcrftsn % *wnitf *pipiw!ii#rT put 

»?cit i % aranSfa ^ ^tot: qpsnuisrnfH 

*nqfq *r i creifq % 4fHuri^t% | c^sajRsq^qi- 

^om 4 nT^Rif% qare ^N*rr i 

f^nw ^KRnfcT $4f%i amirpiW^frN wfcr i are si 
cmiftl ^ psn^jf^Eqf%: | cl^ %g: ff s^ITcI % 

sjnffw 1 ^rettir ^ f% qs^Tcrnn^T^T »r 

«iw: I 

2. srg gn^rfci^TfU^i fpmrr wisfroifiT wx ^fii^ni: rew% 5 ewt: i ^%rr 

Wte *r«hr ^sn^fRf^RT *fcT || 

^rfriqi^fh wrF3*rafemftam%*I I reia^ ff fqj^i^xfq fsWcT^fT^r- 

feWTHlfwW 3 t 1 %^%T 5:3^: | fgWJT- 

fJHn<lT*IW ^5131R: f^T^jfer WTOTI cTPaifcai 133/9 sfcl 

^%r ^f 1 fkwm *fa rererfimTJr ^sp: 

t%M5cr wNith sarfwsrfmsiT ci^crom^ 
3Tfl<^T HHIPTf ^ntnif% I 

cTcar^iWTP! 1 crerprapr^mfr 1 

3. ^ siq 1 %srt3Ti snesit^w sra cm fa^Tai%f%f?r 1 srro ^tear 1 
f%WT 3 ian% *TPT q^flwfcIM^HT ITf WIPffl%TSarrDf% pgT^airf *1 ^qf | 
^^Tirafpmit tfSiTa fqW^ s I *T P^tSE * 9 % mW- 3 ltSFTS?l%r^ 5 i,*i- 
na 11 amwt faam mvrs *1% maa 1 

rfci fpri&isaro 1 


CHAPTER X. 

1. ^re f%HT 3 nr^ut: ?i<^% fpQsjimn*; 1 am 1 

fgWTJlfa^a Wf^^T^f^fiicls 1 f%nuivim«rr 4 ml JJt 8 p 9 ?tNp || 
f?«T3I5?I fiT^TOT^ fplffifnij %afppl ^TfclfVf: fq^swf«: | 3f*<- 

?nf^w^raraf^ra: 1 g^ftf ^nfapq%rsft 

aif^fWl? f%4iTti^R3n ciaiifq ^tmrf^^l' 
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*rr^nf^Hurf^rw^wr usnjqnn' I 

fqqnni^iir t? t%«TJr??j mqqt fq*RT w<rei ! i ^rr 
^jnTfn^n^Ttrffr w^+iraq i JZ% I 

»1TK^: | qTOTqpTT I WffTpW^*^ 1 ^p 

^inyy^-^stroll 'snf^nn^rrfi %*? ^taj srrsg^rrf^T^rr?; ststck^^i ^rna 

^ZlTf^ c VtQ \i^ctiyciTi«Ucl^ | ^ 

ir^: i jfNwifsr«TJira wgtrf%i%i JrN^rotwr'n 

srrf^ff^fau 1^* *ng^TK^ : i wi'H^ , i q;q 

fflf^: I 'sSTsfaftfrT TOcMTj^q 

f^fjjRTSfl *nf5j*ft«H 1 =ff<<.pT yfbiTOFlt f^fqcffl | 

2. «rr^: | ^I'WJ^JUU^aW^^yfelWT: I OTJTS&T: 

irraH^iim^rai: i ^rrf^ yrfcwspg ^ i ^fn;: jfP 

| W%cfT: j%ST %T% ^ftqqcH | frWWT^JT^- 

^^ncysfi^n ctr ii wnN^nf^ ^»xrr%5T qsmfafcr gra^xi^iri | 
«lTS7!TriTfgr4TS[MTW'^tT SW StfWl' I fwrif ^ifeT wfafa Wfi 

^wfac ^rf^i wn: yrfiq*nT^ fscfqsptr^ i 

t%9?i *i ii si 5?ncrrfaw^ q^fsrurrfrs:: i 

UMJTC* | qftnfiWg % f*§fa*!tiT*a 5T mW’- 11 
uwwifflfir fairs 1 i ;j#r asjar yaylrnr: i aftranrat aifti^n i qwc- 
fflfcT i 5r%[Krr%[Trwn! trc^rafw i iro§ affarifa i *ara- 

jnfcfaf^-jfgsr f?*TTJrwEarafTFrf4wT: unrest asm: i 

ITcTT'. fW sfcT W^^5fTf^f5TcIT5rr^yt f^^fnfcl a | 

frfVvmrr i aaa^i l 

3 . 5 BpTTn%?ntaf*nn^ faai: faqaraq<a^wK^® fama; i 

ijfksroraJTOT^ wxra^a w£%fafa afraniTiit fa^fcre? i 

4 . f^5^rraaftjnra^rarfaaata^amraT: i raamaai^swa^T- 
a wafa i aa q«rf4flnr: an4 s;sir? w: i fawi aa ara% arar- 

>R«V« I aafaaTJT. 5ff=rT^f: ^^^JTiif^cqtfeT II ?f a qftsrNfh 
aaarafiiiatfa a^a^a«rait<<| , 'y<y«ja£ia*j i 

?pa | aaiasrt fimcifcf y<taa i areiara aaraffa 

*f|isiaTfa *r@ai*fafa n crd y?:i af+worwra i arairai a a i *u <%raaiaa i 

*f^ faafa: | 
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V age 11, line 14, for property read the notion of property. 

„ 17, „ 5, for tho father read his father. 

„ 19, „ 10, for desires read the liagaa. 
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„ 37, „ 1, for even it read even if it. 
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„ „ „ 3 4, for of performing read for performing. 
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„ 175, „ 13, 14, for what is contrary to the. nature, meaning as it does of things 
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VIRAIITRODAYA. 

PARTITION OF ’HERITAGE. 


-- 

CHAPTER I. 

Sec. 1. Introduction.—2. Partition of Heritage defined.—3. Heritage de¬ 
fined.—1. Partition defined.—5. Heritage divided into two classes, 
obstructed and unobstructed.—6 to 22. Arguments against this divi¬ 
sion.—23 to 54. These arguments refuted.—55, 56. Jimutavahana’s 
view in respect of partition and heritage noticed and criticized.— 
57. Nature of the right of a co-sharer to the joint estate, &e. 

1. Partition of Heritage, wherein the learned dis¬ 
pute in various ways about the interpretation of the texts 
of Manu and other sages, is to be explained by this trea¬ 
tise. 


2. N.irada thus declares its definition :—“ Where 
the division by the sons of the paternal property is treated 
of, that topic of litigation is by the wise called partition 
of heritage.” ' 

“ Paternal” signifies what belongs to the parents ; tor 
the affix ya (in the term pilryu rendered into paternal) is 
added to the term pitri which is the result of the uni-resi¬ 
dual conjunctive compound (of two words matri and pntrt 
equivalent to mother and father respectively). Because 
the division of the mother’s estate also has been in the 
sequel ordained (by N&rada). 

Both the terms “ paternal” and “ sons” indicate any 
relation ; for in the text,—The wife and the daughters 
also, &c.”—partition by other relations also, of the pro¬ 
perty of the husband and the like, is ordained (bv 
l'ajuavalkya). 
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Accordingly the terms father and the like, are not 
used by Manu in premising the subject in the following 
text:— 

“ Thus has been declared to you the law of man and 
wife based upon affection ; listen now to the law of heri¬ 
tage, and to the mode of having offspring on failure of the 
true son.” 

Hero again, by the term “ law of heritage,” is 
intended the partition of heritage ; for that alone is in the 
sequel explained (by Manu) after the laying doAvn of its 
definition ; and because, in the introduction also, that only 
has been set forth as the topic of litigation ; thus,—“ The 
law of man and wife and 'partition .” Accordingly also, 
Manu ordains in the sequel, the partition of the estate 
by any relative. 


3. The term “ heritage” again, is said to be consti¬ 
tuted of the property to which (one’s) right accrues, solely 
by reason of (his) relation to the owner. Thus the author 
of the Nighautu says:—“ The property of the father 
which is to be divided, the sages call heritage.” Here 
too the term “ father” stands for any relation, for the 
term heritage is used to denote also the estate of any other 
relative. “ Which is to be divided” means wliat is capa¬ 
ble of partition (and not what is to be necessarily divided;) 
for otherwise the term heritage would not include the 
estate which devolves on an only sou or the like, by reason 
of the absence of (actual) partition. 

As for what is said by Jmnitavdhana, namely:— 
“ The term day a (heritage) by derivation, signifies what is 
given : hence the use of the term day a and the verb dd is in 
a secondary sense ; inasmuch as there is a similarity (of the 
secondary with the primary meaning of the term) in the 
consequence, namely, the accrual of another’s right after 
the extinction of the right of a person who is dead or gone 
to retirement or the like. Hut there is no abdication (as 
in the case of gift) on the part of the deceased or the like, 
lhe term heritage {daya) has a technical meaning, signify¬ 
ing vealtu in which one’s right dependent on relation to 
the former owner arises on the extinction of his owner¬ 
ship. 
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That is not good : for if the meaning bo admitted to 
bo technical, then the supposition—that the use of the 
term ih'vja and the verb da is in a secondary sense—is use¬ 
less : because the moaning of a word is said to be technical, 
when there is utter absence of the meaning of its root. 
Nor can it be said that the meaning here is derivative as 
well as technical: because the inapplicability of the deri¬ 
vative meaning has been sot out by (Jimiitavaliana) him¬ 
self. To assert that the meaning of a term is derivative 
as well as technical, after assuming a figurative meaning 
of its root, is useless, involves the fallacy of mutual depen¬ 
dence, is against the order in which meanings are naturally 
suggested by words, and is a reductio ad absurdum. By the 
insertion of "the phrase “ on the extinction of his owner¬ 
ship” in the definition of heritage, it becomes too narrow, 
because it will be established, that right arises by birth also. 

4. The term “ partition”, however, signifies the ad¬ 
justment. into specific portions, of the divers rights which 
accrued to the entire estate. Hence the term “ partition” 
is not used in cases of ownership of an only son &i\, in tho 
wealth of the. father, and the like: “ tho heritago has been 
obtained by such a person” is the expression used (in such 
cases). Moreover where a single chattel, such as a female 
slave, or a cow, or the like is common to many co-parceners, 
then also the meaning of the term partition, namely, the 
adjustment of rights into specific portions, holds good; 
because the right of each (co-sharer) is made known by 
means of the service (of the slave) or tho milking (of the 
cow) or the like, done at regulated intervals. _ Accord¬ 
ingly it will be shewn that (in such cases) partition is to 
be"'made in the mode declared in the following texts of 
Vrihaspati:— 

“ A singlo female slave should be employed on labour 
in the houses (of the several co-sharers) successively accord¬ 
ing to the shares.... and water of wells or ponds is to ho 
drawn for use according to need....such property (as is 
regularly not divisible) should be distributed by equitable 
adjustment, else it would become useless.” 

5. Tlie heritage, as described above, is of two sorts, 
namely, unobstructed and obstructed. As the right of the 
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sons, &c. to the property of the father and the like, accrues 
from the very birth, through the relation of sonship, &c., 
although tlie (previous) owner, such as the father, is alive,— 
that is their unobstructed heritage, because the existence of 
the (previous) owner does not constitute an obstruction. 
But the property of a deceased person who is destitute of 
male issue,and who was separated but not re-united, when 
it devolves on the father, brother, or the like, is called tire 
heritage with obstruction ; for their right thereto accrues 
only on the cessation of the owner’s existence which 
formed the obstruction. 

6. But is not heritage in every case obstructed? 
For it cannot be asserted that the right even of sons, &c. 
arises by birth alone while the owner is alive. 

Because if by birth alone the right of the sons and 
the like accrued to the property of the father, &c. then 
the property would be common (as well to the father, &c. 
as) to the sons and others as soon as they would be born ; 
consequently without their permission the father and the 
like could have no right to the establishment of tbo sacred 
fires, which can be accomplished by means of wealth. 
But this would be opposed to the following Sruti:—“ One 
who is black-haired and to whom a son has been born 
shall establish the sacred fires.” 

7. Moreover the texts declaring the impartibility of 
what has been, previously to partition, received by favor 
of the father and the like would become unmeaning. 
For, if the gift has been made by the father with the con¬ 
sent of the sous, then the gift is made, by all; therefore 
the prohibition (of partition) becomes useless, in conse¬ 
quence of tho very absence of the possibility of partition : 
again, in the absence of the consent (of the sons), no gift 
of joint property is possible. Hence the texts concerning 
tho allectionate gift and the like, by the father and others 
would become unreasonable. 

8. Similarly, because without the consent of sons, 
also the allectionate gift by the husband and others to the 
wile and tho like, would be impossible, and in case of 
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their consent, the gift is made by sons also; hence in the 
following text—“ What has been given by the affectionate 
husband to his wife, she may, even when he is dead, con¬ 
sume it or give it away, excepting immoveable property,” 
—the declaration,—in the passage “ consume it or give 
it away”— of the impartiality of what has been through 
affection given by the husband, would become meaning¬ 
less. Nor can it be contended that the text does not intend 
to establish the affectionate gift in the undivided state, 
and its impartiality; but, by construing together “ what 
has been given” with “ excepting immoveable property,” 
it establishes that even after partition, immoveable pro¬ 
perty shall not be given, through affection, by the husband 
to the wife, and even if given by him through ignorance, 
shall be resumed and divided by the sons and the like,— 
but that moveable property when given shall not be re¬ 
sumed is only a superfluous injunction; and it signifies, 
as its purport, only the prohibition of gift through affec¬ 
tion of immoveable property to the wife. Because such a 
construction is unreasonable, involving as it does the con¬ 
nection of terms which are apart from each other. If the 
intention were merely the prohibition of affectionate gift 
of immoveables, then the other portion would become a 
superfluous precept which is another term for what is 
useless. 


9. Now the text, namely ,—“ The father is master of 
all the gems, pearls and corals ; but neither the father nor 
the grandfather is so of the whole immoveable property,” 
—also the following text, viz.,—“ By favor of the father, 
apparels and ornaments are used; but immoveable pro¬ 
perty may not be enjoyed even by favor of the father,”— 
must be admitted to imply the prohibition of affec¬ 
tionate gift of immoveable property, before partition; for 
the mention of its prohibition is preceded by the authori¬ 
zation of gifts through affection, of gems, pearls, &c.: 
otherwise these (texts) would bo useless as superfluous 
precepts. Accordingly as the right of the sons and the 
like, arises by birth, therefore in the gift, oven without 
their consent, of gems, pearls, and the like, the father is 
independent; but iu the case of immoveable property, the 
distinction is, that a gift can be made onl) with their 
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consent. This being the plain meaning, of the above two 
texts, right by birth follows. 

This is wrong:—for the texts refer to immoveable 
property inherited from the grandfather, dhe moaning 
of the texts is,—that although when the grandfather is 
deceased, his right being extinguished, the right to his 
estate is common to the father and the son, still the con¬ 
sent of the son is requisite in the case of immoveable 
property, but not in'the case of gems, pearls, and the like. 


10. As for the text of Gautama, namely,—“ By 
birth alone one acquires ownership of property: this the 
saees declare,”— which is, by the author of the Mitak- 
shara, cited as an authority for holding birth to be a 
means of proprietory right. 

That has been already explained (in a different way) 
by the author of the D&yatattva, thus,—“ Inasmuch as it 
is through the relation of mere birth—which is the cause 
of sonship and which is stronger than any other relation, 
that the son’s right to the property of the father accrues 
at the time of the cessation of the father’s right, the son 
and not any other relative, should take that property ; 
this the sages declare.”—Its meaning, however, is not 
that oven while the father’s right continues, the son’s 
ri -ht accrues thereto; for that would be in conflict with 
the texts of N/irada and Devala. Since in the text— 
“When the father is dead, the sons shall divide the 
wealth of the father,”—Narada speaks of the father s 
wraith otherwise ho would have simply said shall 
Zde WwJtl.;” also in the text-" Wl.on tbc tatbor 
is dead, let the sons divide the father’s wealth ; tor they 
have not ownership while the father is alive, and free 
from defect,^—Devala also, after having said 4 the father s 
wealth,” lias, by the latter half, viz., “ for they have not 
ownership &c., clearly set forth the absence ot their 
right as the reason thereof. “ Free from defect’' gigmhes, 
having jio defects, such as, degradation, &c., which ex¬ 
tinguish right. Manu also clearly declares the absence of 
the ownership of the sons in his property while the 
father and the mother are alive, thus :—“ After (the 
demise of) the father and the mother, the sous having 
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assembled together, shall divido the paternal heritage ; for 
these ax - e not masters while those are alive.” 

11. As for what is asserted, namely, Sankha and 
Likhita say, in the text,—“ The sons shall not divide the 
heritage while the father is alive; although ownership is 
subsequently acquired by them, the sons are certainly 
incompetent by reason of the absence of independence in 
respect of wealth and religious duties,” — which has been 
interpreted by the author of the Smritichandrika in the 
following way : —“ Although ownership” in the property 
of the father “ is by them,” i. e. by the sons “ acquired,” 
i. e., gaiued “ subsequently,” i. e., immediately after their 
birth and not afterwards, still “ while the father is alive” 
they shall not divide his wealth except at his desii'e, the 
sons being incompetent to make partition “ by reason 
of the absence of independence” i. e. by reason of their 
being dependent on the father “ in respect of property 
and religious duties;”—hence from this text it follows 
that the right of sons, &c. to the property of the father 
and others accrues by birth. 

This too is not tenable; for, consistently with the 
various texts of Manu and other sages, which ordain the 
absence of right (during the lifetime of the father), this text 
ought to bo explained otherwise, and it has been so ex¬ 
plained in the Kalpataru, thus:—“Although ownership 
is subsequently acquired in the wealth gained by the sons 
through learning &e., without making use of tlio paternal 
property; still by reason of the absence, during the 
lifetime of the father, of their independence in respect 
of property and religious duties, there is not (absolute) 
ownership even in the property so acquired,—then what 
ownership can there bo in the father’s estate ? 

12. Moreover the notion of the proprietory right 
(and of the means of its acquisition) is derived solely from 
the Sastras : but in these birth is not, as inheritance or 
purchase or the like is, set forth as a means of such right; 
therefore right by birth is without authority, lienee is 
refuted also the argument that as the text,—“ A wife, a 
son and a slave, these three arc incapable of having' pro- 
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perty : whatever they acquire belongs to him whose they 
are,”—is intended to establish mere-dependence, so are the 
texts declaring the absence of ownership (<luring the lifetime 
of the father). Because in the cases pf a wife, a, son and the 
like, their ownership (in the wealth acquired by them) by 
means of spinning, &c. and of tutorship, being established 
by texts like, — “What has been obtained before the fire, 
&c,”—the interpretation that the above text refers only 
to the absence of independence is consistent with reason ; 
for otherwise the competence— of sons and others, men¬ 
tioned in the Pur&nas and the other Sastras, to the per¬ 
formance of rel duties, which can be accomplished 

by means of property, would also be contradicted. But 
here on the contrary there being no authority for holding 
that birth is a cause of proprietory right, it would be 
merely useless to put on various texts other interpretations 
(than what they plainly signify). 

13. Besides if the notion of the proprietory right were 
derived from profane authority, then also the notion of the 
means of its acquisition would be doducible from profane 
authority; consequently the text of Gautama, namely, 

_ “ An owner is by inheritance, purchase, partition, seizure 

or finding: acceptance is an additional mode for a Brah- 
mana; conquest for a Kshatriya; gain for a Vaisya and a 
Sfidra ”—would become unnecessary, for it would embody 
a superfluous injunction. Indeed useless sacred texts, em¬ 
bodying superfluous precepts, such as,—food is prepared 
from rice by cooking,—are not declared (by sages). 

The meaning of the above text is as follows:— 
“Inheritance” is heritage; “purchase” is well-known; 
“ partition” is the division of heritage, whereby the right, 
to specific portions is indicated ; “ seizure” is appropriating 
grass, water, wood and the like appertaining to common 
tracts such as forests,—which have not been appropriated 
by any other; “finding” is obtaining hidden treasure 
whereof the owner is unknown; a person is owner where 
these causes of rig]it exist and becomes one, whenever 
these happen; “ for a Br&hmana, acceptance” i. e. acqui¬ 
sition iri the shape of receiving presents and the like 
“is an additional,” i. e. peculiar “mode,”—for inheri- 
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tance and the like are common to all (the classes): the 
terms “ additional* mode” is to be construed with all 
(the clauses that follow*); “ for a Kshatriya, conquest” 
i. e. what is gained through victory in battle as well as 
through fines and the like, is a peculiar mode; “gain 
( nirvesa ) for a Vaisya” is what is acquired as profit from 
agriculture, tending of cattle, and the like, and “ for a 
Siidra,” what is received as wages for serving the twice- 
born classes: the root Visa with the prefix nir signi¬ 
fies gain, for in the vocabulary called Trikandi, it is laid 
down that nirvesa signifies gain or enjoyment. The terms 
Vaisya and Sudra being illustrative, the occupations,—such 
as driving horses, &c. in the case of the Siitas, —of the 
mixed classes, namely, those that are sprung from a father 
of a superior class and a mother of an inferior class, as 
well as those that are descended from a mother of a supe¬ 
rior class and a father of an inferior class,—which are laid 
down in the Ausanasa and the like, are included under the 
term “ gain,” for all these are in the nature of “ gain,” 

14. Moreover, in the text,— ‘ * A Brahmana, who 
seeks even by officiating at sacrifices or by becoming a 
preceptor to obtain any property from the hands of one 
who takes what is not given to him is the same as a thief,” 
—the provision of punishment for one who acquires wealth 
even by means of his owm (lawful) profession, such as 
officiating at sacrifices, “ from one who takes what is not 
given to him” i. e. a thief, woidd be unreasonable, it the 
notion of proprietory right were derived from protano 
authority ; since the acquisition through one’s own (lawful) 
profession constitutes no offence. 

In my opinion, however, right being derived from 
divine authority, no right can by virtue of this very text, 
accrue in the w’ealth given by a thief for officiating at 
the sacrifices performed by him, consequently the provi¬ 
sion of punishment is very reasonable. 

15. Again if the notion of right were derived from 
profane authority, then such language as ‘my property 
lias been stolen by this person,’—could not be used ; for 
the thief himself would have right therein. 





In my opinion such expression is correct, because theft, 
by reason of the prohibition of it cannot generate right. 


16. If, like gold &c., the right too therein were per¬ 
ceivable by the authority of the senses, then it being 
ascertained, the doubt—whether a certain property is this 
person’s or another’s,—could not arise, just as no doubt 
arises as to what is gold. This is also what the author 
of the Sangraha lias said:—“Whatever is in the hands 
of a person, he is not necessarily the owner of it. Is 
not the property of one found in the hands of another 
(transferred) by theft and the like ? Therefore it is from 
the Sastras alone that the notion of proprietory right 
springs, and not even from perception. For otherwise 
it cannot reasonably be said that the property of one has 
been stolen by another. The means of acquisition are 
found in the Sdstras and are likewise separately described.” 

“ In the Sastras” such as “ An owner is by inheritance, 
&c.”; “ the means of acquisition of wealth,”—both which 
are common (to all classes) as well as what are peculiar (to 
any one class,) “are separately described”, and known 
therefrom. Otherwise if it were deducible from profane 
authority, the S&stras regarding it would be useless ; the 
rest is clear. “As I have separately described,” is tlio 
reading (of the above text) in the Sniritichandrika; the 
prior reading is written in the Madanaratna. 

17. Nor can it be contended that,—it being well- 
known to all people that what is capable of being used 
according to one’s pleasure is his property,—the distinc¬ 
tive feature of property is the capability _ of being dealt 
with according to pleasure: hence there is not the defect 
of including (in the definition of property) what is acquired 
by theft or the like, for in such property there is not the 
capability of being used by the thief or the like according 
to pleasure; inasmuch as their fear is observed at the 
time of dealing with such property: accordingly there 
being no similarity between the proprietory right and 
gold, &c. a- such, the doubt also (as to the right ot any 
person to a particular property) is consistent. 

Because it is impossible; for special rules are laid down 
by the Sastras, directing the use of property for the purpo- 
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ses of the support of the family and the like ; and it is no¬ 
where found that property consists in what can be dealt with 
according to pleasure. This too has been said by tho 
author of the Sangraka after setting forth the opposite 
view, thus,—“ Nor is that called property, which can be 
dealt with according to pleasure; the application of all 
this, is inculcated by the Sastras alone.’ 5 Here in the 
first half the adverse opinion is set forth ; and in the latter 
half, the same is refuted. 

18. Nor can it be said that inasmuch as, utpatti also, 
which is another name for birth, is like inheritance, &c., 
set forth as a means of proprietory right, in the text of 
Gautama, namely, “ By birth alone, &c.” ; therefore al¬ 
though pi’operty and the means of its acquisition be 
deducible from the S&stras alone, still the right by birth 
of the sons and the like, to the property of the father and 
the like, is unaffected. 

Because it has been already stated that the above 
(meaning) being open to many exceptions, a different in¬ 
terpretation is to be put upon the text. W itli this very 
intention, Dharesvara also has come to the conclusion, that 
the right of property is exclusively known from tho 
Sastras alono. 

19. Again, if right by birth of the sons and the like 
accrued even when the father and the like ai’e alive, then 
partition would, at the desire of the sons and the like, 
take place even against the will of the father and the like. 
It cannot be contended that it would not take place by 
reason of tho texts declaring absence of independence (of 
the sons during the father’s lifetime). For in that caso, 
(notwithstanding the texts declaring dependence), there 
would bo a mere breach of the rules of morality and reli¬ 
gion, but an action at law (for partition) would certainly lie. 
Justus on the occasion of explaining tho text, namely,—‘‘ But 
when there is a mutual dispute between the preceptor and 
the disciple, the father and tho son, the husband and the 
wife, or the master and the servant, no actiou lies,”—it has 
been previously shewn at length that the meaning of the 
text is, that if an action consisting of the four elements 
i vls -> the plaint, the written statement, the rejoinder, and 
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the determination of tlie matter contained therein) be 
instituted by the sons and the like against the father and 
the like, then there would be only injury to their welfare 
in this world and the next : the same would also be the 
case here. Nor can it be said, be it so ; for that would be 
contrary to all the commentaries. 

20. As to the passage in the ancient books, namely, 
“ Sometimes by birth alone,”—that also is to bo explained 
to mean the mediate cause; because the relation of the 
father and the son is based upon birth, and because the 
demise of the lather is the cause of the extinction of his 
right. 


21. Besides, according to the contention, that the 
right of the sons accrues by birth, as the ownership of the 
sons also arises (in the property of the father) while the 
father is alive, and consequently partition might take 
place against his will,—therefore the text of Manu, namely, 
u After the demise of the father, &c.” must be explained 
(consistently with the contention) to prohibit previous par¬ 
tition by declaring that it takes place by their desire after 
his demise. But this again would be unreasonable; for 
it would be liable to the objection of intending a meaning 
not its own. Nor is it reasonable to suppose that the 
object of the above text is to enjoin the time for parti¬ 
tion to be on the demise of the father and to enjoin 
partition. For both the injunctions would be unreason¬ 
able, inasmuch as the purposes of partition aro (only) 
secular (and no spiritual good is derived therefrom so as 
to require any injunction, the natural inducement of man 
to effect it being sufficient). Neither can it be au obliga¬ 
te'} injunction regarding partition (vis., that it must be 
©fleeted). For the making of partition is declared by Manu 
to bo optional;—thus lie says : u Either let them live 
together, or lot them dwell apart for the sake of religious 
merit.” If it be considered as a restrictive injunction as 
to ibe time (lor partition), thou partition must be made (if 
made at all) immediately after the death of the lather and 
not afterwards, (lor otherwise) there would be a contra¬ 
diction of the 1 ule, t'iz.j the effect is the immediate sequenco 
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of the cause. For there is' not in this instance, as there 
is in that of the sacrifice on the birth of a child, an objec¬ 
tion analogous to the hazard of the newborn infant’s life 
(that it may be postponed). 


22. Hence the texts of Manu and the other sagos 
must be taken, as shewing that sons have no ownership in 
the property of the living parents, but in the estates of 
both when deceased. But partition, which may by 
reason of the ownership (accruing on their death) take 
place at that time, if desired, is (only) noticed (and is not 
enjoined, for that is not necessary to be enjoined, which 
men do of their own accord). Accordingly also by reason 
of the conflict with these texts, it cannot be asserted that 
right accrues by birth. It will be hereafter stated that 
degradation, &c. also cause, as death does, the extinction 
of the right of the fathor and the like. 

Hence it is only on the extinction of the right of the 
father and the like, that the right of the sons and the like 
accrues to their property, but not while their right sub¬ 
sists. Consequently as the existence of the owner and 
the like constitutes the obstruction in all cases, therefore 
heritage is in all cases obstructed. and never otherwise. 
Accordingly the division (of heritage) into two classes is 
unreasonable. 


23. To (all) this we say. If it be only on the extinc¬ 
tion of the right of the father and others, that the right of 
the sons &c. accrttes to their property, in that case it would 
follow that while the father and others are alive and free 
from defect, the sons would be incompetent to perform 
the ceremonies enjoined by the Vedas,—which can be 
performed by (one’s own) wealth, and consequently there 
would be the same (§ G) conflict with the following Sruti, 
namely ,—“ One who is black-haired and to whom a son 
has been born shall establish the sacred fires.” Nor, is 
the restriction (of the application) of the Sruti reasonable, 
for the purpose of conformity with a meaning of the 
Smntis which is evolved out of one’s inner consciousness. 

ooause the Sruti is, without distinction, applicable to 
sons &e., even while the father and the like who have 
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established the sacred fires, and who have performed the 
first sacrifice, are alive; and because performance of what 
is enjoined by the above Sruti, by all the learned persons 
who perform sacrifices,—is observed ; and because in the 
gloss and the commentary &c. on the subject of conflicts, 
it has been concluded that the two terms “ black-haired” 
and “to whom a son has been born” are intended to 
forbid the skipping over the seniors in age, but they are 
not to be taken in their literal sense which is indefinite. 
Nor can it be said that as in our opinion, the father’s 
competence to the performance of sacrifices arises by 
permission of the sons, so in your opinion the competence 
of sons &c. would arise by permission of the father and 
the like. For, in the opinion of both, the father’s right 
exists in the property, hence the accomplishment of what 
is of the essence (of sacrifices), namely, the relinquishment 
of_ property, is unobstructed; but, according to your 
opinion, how can the performance of what is of the essence 
oj sacrifices &c. take place, inasmuch as the sons have no 
right at all (during the lifetime of the father), nor is pro¬ 
prietary right generated by permission ? But in fact, 
however, the permission of the sons is not even required, 
the father being independent; but sons and the like are, 
on account of their dependence, under the need of per¬ 
mission of the father and the like; this much is the 
distinction,—in the same way, as women in performing 
religious and charitable acts by means of their own wealth 
are to take the permission of their husband by reason of 
the declaration of their dependence. But if the permission 
be not taken, then the independent conduct gives rise to 
sin or imperfection in the act, but what is of the essence 
ot such acts is not (on that account) invalid. And the suppo¬ 
sition, if made for the above reasons, that right is generated 
by permission of the father and the like, is supported 
by neither sacred nor profane authority. Therefore even 
it proprietary right be held to be deducible from the Sdstras 
alone, thou anyhow the inclusion of birth also by the term 
“ finding ’ {(tdhigama) in the text,—“An owner is by inheri¬ 
tance, &c.'’ is necessary, for the sake of the right of the 
sons and the like to the performance of sacrifices, &c. 
even when the father and the like are alive and free from 
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defect,_(the right) which rests on the authority of the 

Sruti, the Srnriti, the Puranas and the custom observed by 
the learned. It will be shewn that in fact, however, 
the notion proprietary right is derived from profane autho¬ 
rity alone; and the ownership of the sons &c. in the estate 
of the father and the like (during their lifetime) is recognis¬ 
ed by people (without the assistance of the Sastras) : and 
(ownership itself,) by others (who have nothing whatever 
to do with your Sastras). 

24. As also for what has been said (§ 6), namely, that 
if the right be common as well to the father or the like as to 
the sons &c. who are incapable of signifying permission, 
how can the ceremonies of establishing the sacred fires 
and the like, take place in the absence of their permission? 
That has already been almost refuted, thus—that tlio 
father, by reason of his independence, docs not stand in 
need of the permission- of sons &c. even when they are 
capable of giving permission ; therefore a fortiori when they 
are incapable of giving permission. But Professor Vijna- 
nesvara says — that the competence (of performing sacrifices 
at the expense of the joint property) follows by force oi tho 
very injunction for the performance of them. 

25. Hence also the interpretation (§ 10) which is put 
by Jmiutavahana and Raghunandana upon the text ol Gau¬ 
tama , — 11 By birth alone one acquires ownership ot proper¬ 
ty,” —namely, that birth is intended to be the mediate 
cause of right, — is useless. 

26. As for the text of Sankha, the interpretation (§11) 
given in the Smritichandrika is preferable: but if tho 
interpretation Were as put in the Kalpataru, then the terms 
like “ acquired by learning” &o. being imported, (the defect 
of) the importation of many terms not occurring in the text 
would take place. The importation, however, of the term 
“ birth” (in the interpretation given in the Smritichan- 
diika) is not unreasonable, because it presents itself through 
the suggestion of the terms sons &c., and because tho 
importation is of fewer terms. 

pj‘ II°Qce in conformity with the texts (§ 9) of the 
Srnriti winch are supported by the Sruti, it is more proper to 
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interpret that the texts (§ 10) of Manu, Narada and Devala 
refer to the absence of independence (of sons &c. during the 
lifetime of the father and not to the absence of their right). 


28. As also for what has been said (§ 7), namely, that 
on the hypothesis of right accruing by birth, the texts declar¬ 
ing the impartibility of what has been gifted through 
affection would become unreasonable; that too is not 
tenable, for they may be reconciled as having reference 
to (the sons’) permission, and as having the object of estab¬ 
lishing the invalidity of the affectionate gift of immoveable 
property; or, what is declared (in those texts) is the im¬ 
partibility, by reason of the father’s independence, of what, 
other than immoveable property, has been given by him 
even without the permission of the sons. 

29. Accordingly with regard to immoveable property, 
there is the following special rule, namely,—“Immoveables 
and bipeds although acquired by a man himself, shall not be 
gifted away or sold without the consent of all the sons.” 
And the text, namely,—“ The father is master of all the 
gems, &c.” is, however, more reasonable on the hypothesis 
that right accrues by birth. Nor is it right to say that it 
refers only to immoveable property acquired by the grand¬ 
father, for both are enumerated in the text, “ neither the 
father nor the grandfather.” The declaration that what 
is even acquired by the grandfather himself is not to be 
given away when there is a son or even a grandson, 
indicates right by birth. As in the opinion of the adver¬ 
sary, the father alone has the right to the gems, pearls and 
corals of the grandfather, by reason of it being so declared; 
so, in this opinion also, notwithstanding the son and the like 
have a right thereto by birth, co-existing (with that of the 
father,) the father has the competency of making gifts : 
thus there is no difference. 


30. Hence it is to be observed, that although the 
right of the sons etc. to the property of the father and the 
grandfather accrues by birth alone, still for the performance 
oi the necessary religious ceremonies and for the purpose of 
affectionate gilt, maintenance of the family, deliverance 
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from danger and the like that’are prescribed by the sacred 
texts, the father possesses independence in dealing with 
the (joint) property other than immoveable : but with re¬ 
spect to immoveable property, whether self-acquired or 
inherited from the father or other ancestor, the dependence 
on the sons &c. is alike, by reason of the following text:— 
“ Although immoveables and bipeds be acquired by a man 
himself, there can neither be a sale nor a gift (of them) with¬ 
out convening all the sons. Those that have been born, 
as also those that are unborn, as well as those that are 
in the womb, all of them require maintenance : neither a 
gift nor a sale” (can take place).—To this (rule) again, 
there is an exception which will be mentioned. 

31. As for what has been said, (§ 12) namely, that inas¬ 
much as the notion of proprietary right is derived solely from 
the Sastras, and as the generation by birth of such right is 
nowhere declared in the sacred texts, how can it be admit¬ 
ted that the right of tho sons &c. to the property of the father 
and the like, arises by birth ? That, however, has been 
already refuted (§ 23), even granting that the idea of right is 
derived solely from the Sastras; since in tho text of Gautama 
and others, birth also is declared as a means of right. 

32. But, in fact however the proposition that the 
notion of right is derived solely from the Sastras, does 
not stand the test of reason. Amongst the Mleolichhas 
and the like also residing in their own country, who are 
devoid of even the slightest knowledge of the Sastras, 
tho expression 'that “ this much is so-and-so’s proper ///'’ 
and transactions, such as sale and purchase based thereupon 
are found. Therefore it must be admitted that property — 
which is determined by proprietorship—whereof purchase 
and the like are the means of acquisition is, by means of 
co^existeuce and absence of separate existence, known by 
them (tho Mlechclihas) solely through the (profane) authority 
of the senses and the like, either as consisting in the capa¬ 
bility of being dealt with according to pleasure, or as a 
substance of a distinct category of its own. 

^3. An enthymome too based upon this reason has 
been mentioned by Vijn&nayogin, thus:—“Property w 
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known from profane authority, for it effects transactions 
relative to profane purposes, like rice, &c.the instance 
shows co-existence: “ the sacrificial fire and the like, that 
are known from sacred authority, do not give effect to trans¬ 
actions relative to profane purposesthis is an instance 
shewing absence of separate existence. Hence the reason 
consists in co-existence and absence of separate existence. 
“ Although sacrificial fire and the like effect also transac¬ 
tions relative to secular purposes, such as, the boiling of food; 
still they do so, in the character of fire &c., as knowm from 
profane authoritjn but not in the character of sacred fire 
&c.thus there is no infraction of the rule. “ But here, 
purchase and the like are effected by means of gold &c. 
not as such but (by gold) as property only.” Just as 
■when gold &c. become the cause of secular works, such as, 
ornaments, that is the secular phase (of gold &c.), similarly 
property also which exists in all (in gold as well as in other 
things) is only secular. “ Since in this world transactions 
such as purchase are not effected by what is not property.” 

34. Nor can it be said that in this view, an objection 
would arise, namely, that the texts of law such as,—“ An 
owner is by inheritance &c.,”—would be useless as superflu¬ 
ous precepts, affirming, as they do, what is otherwise esta¬ 
blished by profane authority. For the ab'ove texts may 
reasonably be explained as referring to what conduces to 
spiritual good or to spiritual evil, like the consideration, in 
the Smriti of grammar, of the correctness and incorrectness 
(of words) consisting (respectively) in the expression of im¬ 
memorial meaning or its absence. 

Thus on the subject of correct expression, (in the 
Mtmfmsa) it has been concluded,—“ That the Sastras treat of 
the correctness which is known from profane authority 
l *lone, but which is not discriminated by the people who 
use correct as well as incorrect words; but not of the cor¬ 
rect mss which is not deducible from profane authority: for 
(were it so, then) in the injunction,—‘shall speak with 
correct words’ &c. there would be the fallacy of mutual 
appondenco &c.” Similarly also is the case here. 

■>•). Accordingly in the Nayaviveka, Bkavun&th 
says:—The means of acquisition such as birth &c. arc 
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derived from the profane authority; for what are discrimi¬ 
nated to he the impressions on the mind of the primeval 
men, are unimpeachable, and the Smriti has for its object 
the consolidation of them, like the Smriti of grammar and 
the like.” By the term “ &c.” in the phrase “ birth &c.” are 
included purchase and the like ; and by the term “ and tho 
like” in the phrase “ grammar and the like” are included, 
music, examination of precious jewels, palmistry &c. It 
has been said by the venerable Professor while treating of 
the subject of Smriti, that desires and the like also which 
are undoubtedly deducible from profane authority are 
defined (in the sacred books) for the sole purpose of discri¬ 
minating them for the benefit of the unthinking. 

36. The text, namely, “ An owner is by inheritance 
&c.” has already been explained (§ 13). Professor Vijndnes- 
vara, in the MitaksharA, has made the following comments: 
—“ Theterm ‘ inheritance’ refers to unobstructed heritage; 
and the term ‘ partition’ refers to obstructed heritage.” 

The author of the Smritichandrika, however, has, after 
commenting that the term ‘ inheritance’ signifies birth 
alone which causes ownership of the sons &c. in the pro¬ 
perty of the father, and the like, explained the term parti¬ 
tion to mean the distribution engendering ownership limited 
to a definite portion of the wealth of tho father and tho 
like. But this is not right. For partition is made of that 
in which proprietory right has already arisen, consequently 
partition cannot properly be set forth as a means of 
proprietory right. Indeed what is effected by partition is 
only the adjustment (of the proprietory right) into specific 
portions. If the enumeration be taken to comprise the 
principal as well as the secondary causes, then there would 
be variableness in the meaning of the term ‘ owner.’ 
Accordingly in the Mitakshara, Professor Vijn&nesvara 
says, that “ the term partition is generally understood to 
relate to property belonging- to several owners, and does 
not relate to what appertains to another nor to what is 
unowned ;” and that “ the right of the sons and the like, 
by birth alone is most familiar in the world.” 

37. As also for the text,—(relating to succession), 
namely l< The wife and the daughters i&o.” ; that again is 
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intended to prevent mistakes with regard to the proprie¬ 
tory right—notwithstanding it is derived from profane 
authority—when there are many persons who are recog¬ 
nized as heirs by reason of their relationship to the (late) 
\vikt.' For it is held by all the commentators that the 
sacred Institutes on positive law mainly consist of superflu¬ 
ous precepts embodying matters derived from profane 
authority. 

38. That property whereof the means of acquisition 
are prescribed, is deduced from profane authority alone— 
is approved also by the venerable Guru. For while set¬ 
ting forth the third interpretation which the Aphorism on 
the desire of acquisition admits of, he in the following 
passage, doubts the possibility of the adverse argument, 
namely,—If restrictions relative to the acquisition of pro¬ 
perty referred to sacrifices, then there could be no property 
at all, since proprietory right is not derived from profane 
authority ;—and then shows that the proper adverse argu¬ 
ment is—That acceptance and the other modes of acquisi¬ 
tion of property are the means of proprietory right, is a 
fact derived solely from profane authority:—“ Nor does 
(the text relating to) the means of acquiring property 
concern sacrifices, for (if it did so), there could be no 
property at all, consequently sacrifice itself could not be 
performed. This has been irrationally asserted by some 
one To say that acquisition does not produce proprietory 
right, is a contradiction in terms.” 

The meaning of this passage has been expounded by 
the commentator in the following way :—“ If the restric¬ 
tions regarding the acquisition of property (laid down in 
the texts such as,—‘ An owner is by inheritance &c.’) re¬ 
lated to sacrifices, (so that they could be performed only by 
property acquired agreeably to those restrictions), then this 
text could not signify that the restrictions relate to the 
means of acquisition of property; for by signifying that 
the restrictions relate to sacrifices, its power of signification 
becomes, exhausted. That being so, there would be no 
authority to show that what is gained by acceptance (of pre¬ 
sents), and the like, becomes property, consequently sacri¬ 
fices consisting in the relinquishment of property, could 
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not be performed by that (i. c. any thing so acquired) 
which is not property ; therefore, to what does relate the 
text embodying the rules regarding the acquisition of pro¬ 
perty ? (*. e. docs the text ordain that nothing but what is 
acquired in the modes mentioned, becomes property or 
that sacrifices can be performed by no other property than 
what is so acquired ?) This is tlie adverse argument, the 
possibility of which is doubted: and the above is the 
meaning of the doubt. The passage beginning with ‘ This 
has been irrationally asserted &c.’ constitutes the answer 
to it; its meaning is as follows: inasmuch as it is esta¬ 
blished by profane authority, that acceptance and the like, 
are the means of proprietory right, that cannot be a sub¬ 
ject of the sacred books; consequently the text signifies 
only that the rules have reference to sacrifices: conse¬ 
quently neither is there the impossibility of performing 
sacrifices, nor are the restrictions useless.” 

Also in stating the conclusion, the venerable Guru 
docs,upon the very assumption that the notion of property 
is derived from profane authority, explain the purpose 
of the disquisition thus, — <{ Hence a breach of the rules 
affects the person, not the sacrifice.” The meaning of 
this passage also has been thus explained : — “ If restric¬ 
tions respecting the acquisition of property related to 
sacrifices, then a sacrifice might be performed with such 
property only as was acquired consistently with the re¬ 
strictions, and not with property acquired by violating 
the restrictions ; but the fault arising from the violation 
of the restrictions would not attach to the person (who 
performs the sacrifice). This is agreeably to the ad¬ 
verse argument. But what is affirmed in the conclu¬ 
sion is, that inasmuch as the restrictions regarding the 
acquisition of property do not relate to sacrifices, but 
affect the person, the performance of a sacrifice is nqt 
imperfect even with property acquired by infringing 
the restrictions : therefore the fault of violating the restric¬ 
tions attaches to the person only.” . It is here admitted that 
even what is acquired by infringing the restrictions, be 
comes property; because otherwise the statement that 
sacrifices may be performed thereby would be contradic¬ 
ted. 
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39. While treating of the very same subject, the 
venerable Kumcirilasvfunin also is of the opinion that the 
notion of property is derived from profane authority. And 
this is easily accessible to those who feel curiosity for the 
valuable exposition of the subject (given by that venerable 
author). 

40. Accordingly in the Sastradipika, Parthasarathi 
says :—“ Acquisition which takes place out of (man’s) desire 
(for property) is not derived from the Sastras.” It takes 
place from (human) desire as one of the ends of man', for 
property which when acquired delights the man, is from 
perception, known as one of the ends of man, it cannot 
from any inference, be deemed as having for its sole object 
the performance of sacrifices. Therefore it is to be re¬ 
marked, that property which is one of the ends of man, 
is used for the performance of sacrifices, in the same 
way as for any other transactions, for a sacrifice also 
is one of the transactions of man : but property is not 
subservient to sacrifices only, because, if that were so, no 
sacrifice could take place inasmuch as life (of man) would 
be extinguished (for want of property to sustain it, conse¬ 
quently who is to perform sacrifices ?) This (explanation) 
is given by Praghattaka. Here by refuting that acqui¬ 
sition is deduced from the Sastras, it is very clearly indi¬ 
cated that the notion of property and the means ol its ac¬ 
quisition is derived from profane authority. It is further 
stated by him “ Hence acquisition of property,—which 
is one of the ends of man,—thus becomes one of which the 
object is temporal. But the restrictions (relative to acqui¬ 
sition of property), having no temporal object, must have 
some spiritual object. The spirituality again of the restric¬ 
tions, referring as they do to acquisition—which is an end of 
man,—must be taken to affect the man alone ; hence it is 
indicated that a person acquiring (property) in any other 
mode (than what are prescribed by the Sastras) commits 
sin.” 

41. Hence also, it cannot be apprehended that the 
texts like “ An owner is by inheritance &c., r are un¬ 
necessary ; since, by declaring as superfluous precepts, 
that inheritance and the like are the causes of proprietory 
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ri°ht,—a fact deducible from profane authority they in¬ 
tend to lay down restrictive rules with a view to piohibit 
any other means of property than those (declared in the 
texts): like the restrictions relative to the direction of the 
posture of taking food which produces satisfaction of the 
appetite. The difference in the opinions of Bhatta and 
Guru consists in this only: (the one says) that the acqui¬ 
sition of property alone forms the instance in the disqui¬ 
sition of what affects sacrifices and of what affects the per¬ 
son (performing sacrifices); but the restriction is sot forth 
as the argument of the adversary : (while the other says) 
that the restriction alone forms the instance there. But 
both of them concur in holding that property is derived 
from profane authority. This is the substance (of what 
they say). The arguments for and against their respective 
opinions are dwelt upon in the works of the learned on the 
subject, but are not set forth here as they do not bear 
upon the point in question. 

42. Hence is refuted also the argument of Dhfires- 
vara and the author of the Sangraha, namely, that if the 
notion of property were derived from profane authority, 
then what is obtained by means of theft and the like 
would become property. For in the world, theft and the 
like are not recognized to be the means of proprietory 
right, inasmuch as such expression is used (in cases of theft 
&c.) as that “ this property belongs to another and not to 
this person.” Again a doubt relating to proprietory right 
in the form,— 4 Whether this property belongs to this per¬ 
son or to another’—(a doubt) which arises from a doubt 
regarding the (person’s) means of acquiring the property, 
such as purchase—is not unreasonable. Hence also the 
argument, that if the notion of proprietory right were 
derived from profane authority, then no one could say 
“ that my property has been stolen by him,” for tho pro¬ 
perty (which is the subject of theft) would belong to the 
thief alone,—entirely falls to the ground. 

43. As for what, has been said by tho author of the 
Sangraha (§ 17), namely that, since the application of pro¬ 
perty is laid down by the Sastras, therefore it cannot possibly 
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be said that property consists in the capability of being dealt 
with’according to pleasure; .because the use to any pur¬ 
pose according to one’s pleasure is impossible. This too is 
only plausible. For we say, not that it is what is used 
according to pleasure, but that it is what is capable of being 
so used. (Were it) otherwise, (then) when the will (to use 
property in a particular way) is restrained for fear of the 
King and others, it would cease to ho property ; more¬ 
over this anomaly -would result, namely, that the same 
thing would bo one’s property when he desires to use it 
and cease to be so while he feels no such desire. It may 
be that sometimes property is not dealt with according to 
pleasure, by reason of rules (regarding the use of property) 
laid dowm by the Sastras, as by reason of the restraint put 
by the King and others, but still the capability of being 
dealt with according to pleasure remains unaffected. 
Hence even if property be used by a person of perverse 
character in a way contrary to the Sastras, still it would 
not be a case of dealing with what is not property : but 
only sin would be incurred for violating the rules prescrib¬ 
ed by the Sastras. For there is certainly the capability of 
being so dealt with arising from its being acquired (by 
him.) Accordingly it has been said also in the Nayavi- 
veka, that “ what is acquired by one is capable of it by 
him.” “ Capable of it” signifies, capable of being dealt 
with according to pleasure. (It is) similar to the capabi¬ 
lity in a seed of producing sprout,—resulting from the seed 
as such, although it does not produce a sprout owing to any 
obstacle. 13ut in reality there is indeed a difference be- 
tween the distinctive feature of property and the capability 
of being dealt with according to pleasure, in the same way 
as between the distinctive feature of seed and the capabi¬ 
lity of producing germ ; otherwise so long as the differentia 
oi the capability is unknown, the capability (itself) will 
remain indeterminate. Hence like the caste of Brahmanas, 
property is certainly a substance of a distinct category of 
its own. which is liable to production and destruction, and 
is manifested by the cognizance of its means. The only 
distinction is that the caste of Brahmanas being a class is 
eternal. This is explained in the treatise on the subject 
and in the Hilavati and other works. 
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44. The object of the disquisition here, namely, 
whether the notion of proprietory right is derived from 
profane authority or from sacred authority lias been ex¬ 
plained in the Mit&kshard, thus:—‘ ‘ If the notion of property 
were deduced from sacred authority alone, then by reason of 
the text of Manu, namely,—‘If Brffiimanas acquire wealth 
by means of a blameable act, they become purified by the 
relinquishment of that wealth, with prayer and rigid auste¬ 
rity,’—a person having no right to the property acquired by 
means of improper acceptance of presents, or by other 
means which are prohibited to that person,—in the same 
way as to what is acquired by theft and the like, such 
property would not be partible even among his sons. But 
if the notion of property be derived from profane authority, 
then the father’s I’ight accrued to what was so acquired; 
consequently that being paternal pi-operty, may be divided 
by his sons. The acquirer alone is liable to perform expia¬ 
tion for the sin incurred in consequence of the violation of 
the prohibition : but his sons, who acquire that property by 
means of inheritance, which is not unlawful, are not required 
even to perform the expiation. Since Manu says:— 
‘ There are seven lawful means of the acquisition of 
property, namely, inheritance, finding, purchase, conquest, 
investment, performance of (religious) acts (for others,) 
and acceptance of presents from proper persons.’'— ‘ In¬ 
vestment,’ is the laying out of property for the purpose of 
profit; ‘ performance of acts,’ means, officiating as a 

{ >riest; of these the three beginning with inheritance are 
awful to the four classos alike ; but conquest is so, to the 
Kshatriya ; and investment when made iu person, to tho 
Vaisya and the Sildra; but when not carried on personally, 
or even if carried on personally in times of distress, to 
all the classes; but the performance of religious acts (on 
behalf of others) is peculiar to the Brfihmanas alone : this 
is the distinction.” 


45. To this, the author ot the Madanaratna raises tho 
following objection :—Even it the notion of property be 
taken to be derived from sacred authority alone, still the pro¬ 
hibition ot the acceptance of presents from improper persons 
and ot the^other I'eprobated means, intends not that they do 
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not produce the proprietory right, but that they engender 
merely sins. Because by the following texts, namely,— 
“ A Brtihmana taking food of accepting presents from any 
person, when in distress, is not tainted with sin, for he is 
equal to the burning sun ; a twice-born is not stained with 
sin, if lie carries on, but not personally, money-lending, 
agriculture, or trade, or does it personally at a time of 
distress,”—it is declared that lie “ is not stained with sin.” 
Hence it appears that no sin is incurred at a time of dis¬ 
tress, consequently it is clear that sin is incurred in the 
absence of distress; for it is proper that the prohibition 
and the exception to it should refer to the same subject. 
Accordingly when there is no distress, expiation consist¬ 
ing of prayer and rigid austerity after the abandonment of 
the property,—only has been ordained. But with regard 
to the acceptance of presents from improper persons, and 
other reprobated means of acquisition, there is no text 
whatever providing punishment, similar to that in cases 
of theft and the like. Hence agreeably to both, the 
adverse opinion and the conclusion, there being no differ¬ 
ence as to the generation, by the acceptance of presents 
from improper persons and other reprobated means, of the 
proprietory right of the person acquiring by such means, 
the partibility too amongst the sons and the like, of what 
has been so acquired is alike (in both opinions). There¬ 
fore what has been said to be the object of this disquisition 
is not reasonable. 


46. What we say here is this. As in the opinion of 
those who assert that the notion of property is derived from 
sacred authority alone, the prohibition of theft and the like 
implies the non-generation of proprietory right, the inflic¬ 
tion of punishment and the liability to penance, similarly 
let the prohibition also of the acceptance of presents from 
improper persons and of the like imply the same. Again, 
in the event of distress, as by virtue of the exception 
laid down in the following text,—viz. “ Thus likewise may 
a person svho has not eaten at the time of six meals (i. e. 
has fasted for three days together,) steal at the time of the 
seventh meal, from a man of mean conduct, (so much 
as is sufficient for that day only) without intending 
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to provide for tlie morrow: and if the owner asks, 
it should be confessed to him when he asks,”—there 
is none of those three incidents in theft, let the same 
be the case in the acceptance of presents from improper 
persons, and in the like. For otherwise, in both tire 
instances, the five great sacrifices and the like could not 
be performed by such property. It may be objected that 
upon the assumption that the notion of property is derived 
from the Sastras, how can the prohibition of theft which is 
not recognized (by the Sastras) as a means of property,—bo 
justified ? Hence it must bo admitted that there is an 
indirect recognition of it by reason of its inclusion under 
“seizure.” For otherwise the prohibition itself would be 
unreasonable. Also for fear of the objection that in the case 
of the prohibition of what has been enjoined by the Sastras, 
obedience would be optional, as in the instance, u The 
initiated are not to perform the liomam ,” it must ex neces¬ 
sitate be acknowledged either according to the opinion of 
the author of the Bliasya, that the injunction refers to cases 
other than what are prohibited, or according to the other 
opinion, that agreeably to the rule governing general and 
particular provisions the prohibition which is particular 
supersedes the general injunction (in the cases to which 
the prohibition refers). But the acceptance of presents 
&c., as means of acquisition for Brahmanas &c., have been 
declared (by the Sastras); hence in the event of distress 
and in its absence, the exception (to the prohibition) and 
the prohibition respectively are very reasonable, It' it bo 
objected that,.in’that case "a Brahmana would by accepting 
presents from improper persons and by personally carrying 
on trade and the like, otherwise than in the emergency of 
distress, be liable to judicial punishment. (The answer is) 
be it so 5 for it is not held by any one, that there is no 
judicial punishment for one who renounces the duties of 
his class. The punishment again which is to be indicted 
in particular cases, is what is generally provided, while 
in some other cases it is specifically laid down : but this is 
a different question altogether. Hence there is also another 
defect in the opinion of those who maintain that the notion 
of proper).}' is derived from sacred authority, namely multi¬ 
plicity, inasmuch as the prohibition of theft (according to 
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them) implies three things (namely, the non-generation of 
property, the infliction ot punishment and the liability to 
penance); as well as the multiplicity consisting in the act- 
mission of the limitation of a general proposition. But in 
the opinion of those who assert that the notion of property 
is derived from profane authority, the prohibition implies 
punishment and sin only; because it is a matter derived from 
profane authority that theft and the like are not the means 
of property: and as the prohibition reters to w hat may 
happen under the influence of the springs of human action, 
there is no defect in the shape of the admission of the 
limitation of a general proposition. Hence (in this opinion) 
there is fewness (of assumptions as opposed to multiplicity in 
the other opinion). Therefore if the notion of property were 
held to be derived from sacred authority alone, then 
acceptance of presents from improper persons, and the like 
being not (lawful) means of property the father could have 
do right to what is so acquired; consequently as there 
can be no partition of the property acquired by the father 
by means of theft and the like, so also what has been 
acquired by means of acceptance of presents from improper 
persons would be impartible. But if the notion of property 
is derived from profane authority, then as these also are in 
the world considered to be legitimate means of acquisition, 
therefore it is established that what is so acquired is par¬ 
tible. Hence the object (of the disquisition) as set forth 
in the Mitakshara is perfectly consistent with reason. The 
object (as set forth in the Mitaksharfi,) however, is illus¬ 
trative ; for agreeably to the adverse opinion, the sons &c., 
would have been liable to punishment and penance even 
in taking paternal property acquired by improper accep¬ 
tance &c., just as in taking what has been acquired by 
the father by means ot theft and the like. ( lo obviate) 
this too is to be properly considered as an object (ot the 
disquisition) by reason of what lias been said (in the 
Mitakshara), namely “ The acquirer alone is to perform 
the penance.” 

47 . But this question ought to be solved here, name¬ 
ly, if the notion of property is derived from profane autho¬ 
rity, and it is a matter established by profane authority, 
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that theft is not a means ot property, then, when theft is 
allowed in the emergency of fasting for three days to¬ 
gether, whether or not property arises in what is stolen 
accordingly. The first (alternative) is not tenable; for it 
being established by profane authority that theft is not a 
means of property, the generation of property by theft can¬ 
not be maintained. Indeed a fact against the authority of 
the senses, such as the generation of acid curd by water, 
cannot be established by a thousand tests. Neither is the 
second tenable; for the five great sacrifices which are 
principally considered cannot be performed by what is not 
property. Nor can it be said that let that stolen property 
accomplish only the gratification of the appetite and not 
any religious rite ; because that would be contrary to the 
practice of the learned, and because it is ordained that, 
— “ The learned never partakes of it without performing 
the five great sacrifices : the very same food which a per¬ 
son partakes in this world, is offered to his gods.” Accor¬ 
dingly the following anecdote is related in tho Puranas : 
—“ When Visvamitra having stolen a hind leg of a dog from 
the house of a v butcher, and having made up his mind to 
partake of the same, and to offer a portion of it to Indra and 
the other gods, was about to present to the gods then- 
share, then Indra and the other deities created rain, and 
abundant crops instantly sprung up.” But if property be 
held to be a matter derived from tho Sastras, then the gener¬ 
ation or the non-generation of property by theft and the 
like,—as is laid down by the Sdstras, are not contradictory. 
While those who maintain that the notion of property and 
the means of its acquisition are derived from profane autho¬ 
rity, are fixed on the horns of a dilemma. 


48 . The above argument we meet thus: Although 
it is not deduced from profane authority, that theft is a 
means of right, still it is derived from the very text cited 
above, winch authorizes theft at the time of the seventh 
mea , by one who has no!i taken food during tho time of siy 
meals. lint the position that the notion of property is solely 
denved rom the Walras is untenable, inasmuch as purchase 
and tho like.transactions that can bo accomplished 1 by pro 
perty would be unaccounted for among those who ore 
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ignorant of the Sastras. Hence the prohibition of theft 
indicates punishment and sin only ; but it does not imply 
non-generation of right, since generation of right by theft 
is not recognized. As for instance although the class 
Brahmanyam is perceptible in all (the individuals con¬ 
stituting the class) still in so far as regards the superiority 
of the caste, it is deduced from the Sastras alone; because 
the rules regarding the superiority and inferiority of men 
are derived solely from the Sastras. Thus the venerable 
preceptor says—“ But here this much only is to be ad¬ 
mitted as derived from the sacred authority, since this rule 
regarding the superiority and inferiority of men is not 
deducible from profane authority.” lie further says: 
—“ Then again, the class Brdhmanyam is manifested in an 
individual descended lineally from a particular person; 
hence what is derived from the Sastras is only the relation 
between that which is manifested and that whereby 
it is manifested, (i e. between the class Brahmanyam and 
the descent from a particular person): and the class Brah¬ 
manyam in an individual described above, is certainly per¬ 
ceptible to a person who is conscious of that whereby it is 
manifested; inasmuch as there are all the conditions for 
the perception of the class after the perception of the indi¬ 
vidual.” In the present case, hoAvever, unconditional theft 
alone being considered to be not a cause of property, only 
the generation of property by theft under the circumstances 
mentioned is taught by the Sastras. Nor can it be said 
that it is against the authority of the senses, and what is 
against the authority of the senses cannot be taught by a 
thousand texts. Because the non-generation too (by 
theft, of proprietory right) is not a matter derived from 
perception : but inasmuch as what is a means of pro¬ 
perly is deduced from the co-existence and the absence 
of separate existence, of that means and of the free use 
of property acquired thereby,—the fact that theft is a 
means of property is not deduced, since stolen property 
(as-such) cannot be applied to any use. Just as the 
production of a son by means of the sacrifice for a sou,—a 
fact which is beyond profane authority, is taught by the 
Sastras, notwithstanding there are visible means for the 
generation of a son ; let the same be the case here also. 
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As for the sacrifices aiming at heavenly happiness, which 
are purely spiritual in their consequences, there is in addi¬ 
tion the absence of visible means : but that is a different 
question. , As (for another instance) the fact that the 
reviving mantras have the power of producing the burning 
property (of fire) which has been counteracted by any 
neutralizing agent is known from the Sastras such as the Ar- 
thavan, since it is not deducible from profane authority. Be¬ 
cause it cannot be asserted that the reviving power is any¬ 
thing more than the causality of an effect counteracted by 
a neutralizing agent; since (if the power be held to bo a 
separate substance, then) there would be great multipli¬ 
city in supposing the destruction of the power and the 
production of it. 


49. As for what Jmnifavdhana has, while refuting 
the position that right accrues by birth, said,—after ex¬ 
plaining that the intention of the ancient passage, viz., 
“ Sometimes by birth,” is to indicate the mediate cause, 
since birth is the cause of the relation of the father and 
son and the demiso of the father is the cause of the (son’s) 
right;—and anticipating the objection, viz., how can the 
son’s right arise by the father’s act consisting in the gener¬ 
ation ?—namely ;—■“ The production of the right of one 
person even by the act of another is not inconsistent, it 
being based upon the authority of the Sastras; and that 
is also seen in the world, since in the case of donation, 
the donee’s right to the thing arises from the act of the 
donor, namely from his relinquishment in favor of a sen¬ 
tient being. Neither is the right (of the douee) created 
bv (his) acceptance, for then the acceptor himself would 
(virtually) be the donor ; since gift consists in the offect of 
raising another’s right to the property, and that effect 
would here depend on the donee. Just as a sacrificer (i. e. 
the person at whose cost and for whose benefit a sacrifice 
is performed),—though making relinquishment of (his right) 
to the things offered to the gods—is not called the hotel (the 
performer ™ ie wnwm,) but the priest alone is denomina¬ 
ted the ho/a. o nning the act of throwing (the things in 
the sacrificial o) which is the reason of the name homum 
(being applied to the ceremony). Tho same would bo the 
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case here. Besides the term gift is used even previous 
to the acceptance (by the donee), in the following sacred 
text, —‘ Thinking in the mind of the intended donee shall 
pour water on the earth : an ocean has a limit, but a gift 
has none.’ But is not receipt acceptance ? For the affix 
m the. word svikara (acceptance) implies a thing becoming 
what it before was not ; and the act of making his own, 
what before was not his, constitutes acceptance or svikara. 
How then can right (of the donee) accrue antecedent to 
that ? The answer is, though right has already arisen, 
still it is by the act of the donee consisting in the know¬ 
ledge that the property is his own, rendered capable 
of being dealt with according to pleasure; and such is 
the meaning of the term acceptance fsvilcdraj. From its 
association with officiating as a priest and teaching, 
receipt (pratigrahaj . is, without question, a mode of 
acquisition though it do not immediately create pro¬ 
prietory right : for in the case of officiating as a priest, and 
so forth, right (in the wealth so gained) arises solely from 
the gift of the fees. Or the survival of the son at the 
time of the father’s demise, may constitute his acquisi¬ 
tion. Besides in the case of property left by a brother 
or any other relative, the right of the ‘rest of the 
brethren or other heirs must, however reluctantly, be ac¬ 
knowledged to arise either from the death (of the pro¬ 
prietor) or from the survival of the rest at the time of his 
decease. Let the same be the case here also.” 


. 50. But this is not tenable. For the argument, “ it 
being based upon the authority of the S&stras,”—has 
t i ,eer * obviated by the demonstrated conclusion that 
As also f ( ?r ° ,P r °P ert y 1S derived from profane authority. 
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himself would (virtually) be the donor that again is not 
consistent with reason ; because, gift being an act whereof 
the effect is the generation of another’s right, the term gift 
implies the act of inference &c., (by the donor) in favor of 
the acceptance by the donee, but the production of that 
effect is not possible without the acceptance by the donee; 
hence the act of the donee completes the gift, but that 
alone does not constitute the gift. As also for what has 
been said in the passage “ just as &c ,”— that too is not 
correct. For the distinction does not obtain in the agni- 
hotra and the like homas which are (personally) performed 
by the sacrifice]’; again in the darsapurnamdsa and other 
sacrifices where the relinquishment only is made by the 
sacrifice!’, but the offerings are (actually) thrown (in the 
sacrificial fire) by the priests, the function (of the priests) 
being distinct (from that of the sacrifice!,) the use of the 
• term Jiotd (for a priest) implying that function, is not open 
to exception. The term homa, however, does not signify 
the throwing (by the priest) of what has not been relin¬ 
quished (by the sacrificer). JBut whether that relinquish- 
in out which is the distinctive feature (of a homa) is carried 
\ out tbrough'the agefacy of one’s self, or through the agency 
of another person, that makes no difference. Hence a 
'sacrifice (yay«)\does not depend, for its completion, on the 
throwing ((of offerings), but a homa depends on that alone. 
The ' act of the donee, however, is the sine qua non of gift, 
for without it gilt cannot be .accom plished^ . ^ ' 

Again what has' been said.’'if! the passage. “ Besides 
&c.,” that also' is nothing. * IV’ abdication alone is or 
deified therein, but .not gift'; ax>.coi'dingly it has (sub- 
sequently) boon saift that ‘Sthq dofior reaps its fruit,” for 
otherwise tins-, (portion) would bo superfluous. Had the 
fruit of gift'been otherwise deducible in what is intended 
for-gift,' the . passage- “file .dppdr reaps its fruit,” would 
have become useless. Hence what is intended by the 
verb “give”.(in the. term gift) in the passage cited be- 
fore, is abdication orffyy^Cdnsieti ng of the pouring of 
water, in favor of the intended donee, but the completion 
of the gift takes place only in case of acceptance by tho 
donee of what is so abdicated. This is the best interpre¬ 
tation. Accordingly, i u the formula for declaring the 
5 
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case here. Besides the term gift is used even previous 
to the acceptance (by the donee), in the following sacred 
text , — 6 Thinking in the mind of the intended donee shall 
pour water on the earth : an ocean has a limit, but a gift 
lias none. 5 But is not receipt acceptance ? For the affix 
in the word svikara (acceptance) implies a tiling becoming 
what it before was not; and the act of making his own, 
what before was not his, constitutes acceptance or svikara. 
How then can right (of the donee) accrue antecedent to 
that ? The answer is, though right has already arisen, 
still it is by the act of the donee consisting in the know¬ 
ledge that the property is his own, rendered capable 
of being dealt with according to pleasure; and such is 
the meaning of the term acceptance (svikdraj . From its 
association with officiating as a priest and teaching, 
receipt (pratigrahaj is, without question, a mode of 
acquisition though it do not immediately create pro¬ 
prietory right: for in the case of officiating as a priest, and 
so forth, right (in the wealth so gained) arises solely from 
the gift of the fees. Or the survival of the son at the 
time of the father’s demise, may constitute his acquisi¬ 
tion. Besides in the case of property left by a brother 
or any other relative, the right of the rest of the 
brethren or other heirs must, however reluctantly, be ac¬ 
knowledged to arise either from the death (ot the pro¬ 
prietor) or from the survival of the rest at the time of his 
decease. Let the same be the case here also. 55 


50. But this is not tenable. For the argument, “ it 
being based upon the authority of the Sdstras,”—has 
already been obviated by the demonstrated conclusion that 
the notion of property is derived from profane authority. 
As also for what has been said in the passage ,— i: And that 
is also seen in the world &c.,”—that too is only specious ; 
for should the donee refuse to accept, his right certainly 
does not arise ; again, if by (mere) relinquishment in favor 
of ft particular person, his right accrued, notwithstanding 
his refusal to accept (the gift.) then it would follow 
that the donor could not possibly grant (the property 
rolinquielied in favor of a particular person) to any other 
person. As also for the argument, “ for then the acceptor 
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himself would ("virtually) be the donor that agaia is not 
consistent with reason ; because, gift being an act whereof 
the effect is the generation of another’s right, the term gift 
implies the act of inference &c., (by the donor) in favor of 
the acceptance by the donee, but the production of that 
effect is not possible without the acceptance by the donee ; 
hence the act of the donee completes the gift, but that 
alone does not constitute the gift. As also for what has 
been said in the passage “ just as &c.,”—that too is not 
correct. For the distinction does not obtain in the agni- 
liotra and the like hornets which are (personally) performed 
by the sacrifice)'; again in the darsapurnamdsa and other 
sacrifices where the relinquishment only is made by the 
sacrificer, but the offerings are (actually) thrown (in the 
sacrificial fire) by the priests, the function (of the priests) 
being distinct (from that of the sacrificer, ) the use of the 
term iiotd (for a priest) implying that function, is not open 
to exception. The term homa, however, does not signify 
the throwing (by the priest) of what has not been relin¬ 
quished (by the sacrificer). But whether that relinquish¬ 
ment which is' the, distinctive feature (of a homa ) is carried 
out through the agehey of one’s self, or through the agency 
of another person, that makes no difference. Hence a 
sacrifice (^ayaj'vdoes not depend, for its completion, on the 
throwing '(of offerings), but a homa depends on that alone. 
The' act of the donee, howdver, is lie. 2 tet non of gilt, 
for without it gift cannot bo.uocqniplisheih ' \ .. ' * 

. Again wi. n said ii'tTli*- ; “ Best ties 

&c.,” that also is nothing. 'For abdiwi'h.n alone is or 
dained therein, but .not gift ; accoi'di.ngly it has (sub¬ 
sequently) boeu said that “vthq donor reaps its fruit, tor 
otherwise tills-, (portion), wogld. be' superfluous. Had the 
fruit of gift boon otherwise deducible in what is intended 
for,.gift, the, passage “ the doper reaps its fruit,” would 
have fieodmo useless. Hence what is intended bv the 
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intention (of making a gift,) the expression used by the 
learned is, “ I abdicate,” and not “ I will give” or “ I 
give.” Hence, although the fruit of gift arises (before 
acceptance), still because the right of the donee accrues 
from acceptance, therefore the proposition that acceptance 
is an acquisition, is not liable to exception. For the term 
acquisition means an act producing property. Accord¬ 
ingly PrabMkara says:—“This has been irrationally 
asserted by some one: to say that acquisition does not 
produce property is a contradiction in terms.” The text 
of this has already been explained. Moreover if accep¬ 
tance, consisting in the knowledge that this property is 
mine, did only render that property to be capable of being 
dealt with, wherein the right accrued merely by the act of 
the donor, then the term acquisition as applied to accep¬ 
tance would be metaphorical in its meaning; and the be¬ 
stowal of that property on any other person (in case tho 
intended donee refuse to accept the gift) would be, as men¬ 
tioned before, unreasonable; also i n case of his non-accep¬ 
tance, the destruction of his right already produced will 
have to he assumed. Nor can it be said that it must be 
acknowledged by you also, that by the act of the donor his 
right being extinguished, a common right of donees is pro¬ 
duced ; otherwise if Ills right be extinguished and no other’s 
right accrue, then the thing being without an owner, the 
right of any person might, by means of seizure &c., arise in 
that thing, just as in grass, fuel, &c. of a forest, which have 
not been appropriated, and the preservation (of the thing 
by the donor so long as it is not given to any other person) 
would be impossible : so also in our opinion, the right of a 
particular person produced on the abdication in favor of 
tlu't particular person, is extinguished by his non-accep¬ 
tance, and the right of another arises by his acceptance; 
thus there is no such contradiction as the destruction of 


a common right and the production of an exclusive right 
(wli'c,, j on cannot but admit). Because a common right in 
such Hung being not recognized, the production thereof 
is without authority, and is neither acknowledged by rea¬ 
son of But notwithstanding the extinction 

of (ho donors proprietory right, consisting in the capabi¬ 
lity of being dealt with according to pleasure, the gift 
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itself being incomplete in the absence of the effect, namely, 
tlic production of another’s property, the donor whi - aims 
at attaining the merit hold out by the injunction (for gifts) 
certainly retains the right of preserving (the subject of the 
gift) till the bestowal (of the same on some other fit per¬ 
son); in the same way as (a sacrificer has the right of pre¬ 
serving.) \tb e clarified butter poured on the sacrificial fire 
until it is burnt- to .ashes, by reason of the declaration of 
imperfection'-•which would otherwise be the consequence 
-of nonconformity with the prohibition of (the offering) 
being touched*by what should not be touched. Hence it 
follows lliat although another’s right be not generated, still 
there is no harm in not preventing (by tlie supposition of 
a cdnknon right) the (supposed) consequences of the thing 
being without an owner, and. of its seizure. • Upon this 
alone is based the practice of. the learned, consisting in 
fhe preservation of the subject of gifts (to men and gods). 
Nor can it be argued that the injunction, being 'assumed 
by us to refer solely to abdication, the fact of the produc¬ 
tion of another’s, right would not at all bo important, 
because abdication, such as is described above, is what (wo 
say) is intended'vjby the injunction, for otherwise in tin 
case of homa also, the state of being burnt to ashes, would, 
be unimportant. N . 

As for what has been said, namely, -fronftfts associa¬ 
tion with officiating as a priest and teaching, acceptance 
though it do not immediately create proprietory right, is 
still an acquisition in a metaphorical sense only,—tlnit 
also is from ignorance. Since in the case ofpnicuii tiig at 
a sacrifice, the shares to which th<- priests anti others are 
entitled, are, at the time of distributing the foes (dakshuCa), 
allotted to them in the shape of wages. Accordingly-in 
the aphorism of Jaimini, viz., “ Salary is the service of a 
master,” the use of salary (to signify the fee's) has bben 
ascertained: the details, however are. to be found there. 

I ary is no other than the wages causing inducement of 
a servant. So also, in teaching, the pupil ^t the end of bis 
education gives to the teacher such Wages for teaching as 
satisfies him, hut in case ol regular 'service for wages, the 
paid tuition is qtmi degradation. Hence as distinguished 
.from acceptance as well as from service (nir'ma), -implying 
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intention (of making a gift,) tlie expression used by the 
learned is, “ I abdicate,” and not “ I will give” or “ I 
give.” Hence, although the fruit of gift arises (before 
acceptance), still because the right of the donee accrues 
from acceptance, therefore the proposition that acceptance 
is an acquisition, is not liable to exception. For the term 
acquisition means an act producing property. Accord¬ 
ingly Prabliakara says:—“ This has been irrationally 
asserted by some one: to say that acquisition does not 
produce property is a contradiction in terms.” The text 
ot this lias already been explained. Moreover if accep¬ 
tance, consisting in the knowledge that this property is 
mine, did only render that property to be capable of being 
dealt with, wherein the right accrued merely by the act of 
the donor, then the term acquisition as applied to accep¬ 
tance would be metaphorical in its meaning; and the be¬ 
stowal of that property on any other person (in case the 
intended donee reluse to accept the gift) would be, as men¬ 
tioned before, unreasonable; also in case of his non-accep¬ 
tance, the destruction of his right already produced will 
have to be assumed. Nor can it be said that it must be 
acknowledged by you also, that by the act of the donor his 
right being extinguished, a common right of donees is pro¬ 
duced ; otherwise if his right be extinguished and no other’s 
right accrue, then the thing being without an owner, the 
right of any person might, by means of seizure &c., arise in 
that thing, just as in grass, fuel, &c. of a forest, which have 
not been appropriated, and the preservation (of the thing 
by the donor so long as it is not given to any other person) 
would bo impossible : so also in our opinion, tho right of a 

particular person produced on the abdication in favor of 
timt particular person, is extinguished by his non-accep- 
.aiico, iand the right of another arises by his acceptance; 

ius lore is 110 such contradiction as the destruction of 
a common right and tho production of an exclusive right 
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son oi m>>u, Hut notwithstanding the extinction 
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itself being' incomplete in the absence of the effect, namely, 
the production, oi another s property, the donor who nuns 
fit attaining the meiit held out by the injunction (dor gins) 
certainly retains the right of preserving (the subject of the 
gift) till the bestowal (of the same on some other fit per¬ 
son); In the same way as (a sacrifice!' has the rig-lit of pre- 
^rving)'.tjie-clarified butter poured on the sacrificial fire 
until it is. burnt- to ashes, by reason of the declaration of 
> mi perf ection ^jyhich would otherwise be the consequence 
'■of . noihcohfofmity with the prohibition of (the offerino-) 
being touched'.by what should not be touched. Hence it 
follows that although another’s right be not generated, still 
there is no harm in not preventing (by flip supposition of 
a common right) the (supposed) consequences of the thing 
being-without an owner, and of its seizure. • Upon this 
alone is based the practice of . the learned, consisting in 
the preservation of the subject of gifts (to men find gods), 
Is 01 can it be argued that the injunction being- assumed 
by us to refer solely to abdication, the 'fact of the produc¬ 
tion of another’s right would not at all be important, 
because abdication, such as is described above, is what (wo 
say) is intended'■by the injunction, for otherwise in the 
case of hotiia also, the state of being burnt to ashes, would, 
be unimportant. 


As for what has been said, namely,— fronyits associa¬ 
tion with officiating -as a priest and teaching, acceptance 
though it do not immediately create proprietofy right, is 
still an acquisition in a metaphorical sense only,— that 
also is from ignorance. Since in the case .df officiating at 
a sacrifice, the shares to whibli the priests and others are 
entitled, are, at the time of distributing’ the fee.s {daJcshuta), 

allotted to them in the shape of wages. Accordingly-in 
the aphorism of Jaimini, viz.) “ Salary is the service of 'a 
master,” the use of salary (to signify tlio fee's) has been 

ascertained : the details however are. to be. found there. 
Salary is no other than the wages ojnisine inducement of 
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(regular) wages, officiating at a sacrifice and teaching have 
been separately enumerated as being a mixture of both. 
Hence these too are acquisitions in the primary sense. 
Accordingly also the term honorarium ( dalcshind ) is ap¬ 
plied to what is given to a priest and a teacher. 

As also for the argument that it is undisputed that in 
the property left, by a brother or any other relation the 
right of the rest of the brethren or other heirs is produced 
either by the demise of the owner or by the survival of the 
brethren &c. at the time of his decease ; therefore also in 
the case of sons &c. let the demise of the father &e. or 
the survival at the time of their decease, be the cause of 
right, but not the birth of the sons &c., which is not ap¬ 
plicable to all cases ; that also has been already confuted 

by showing that it must be admitted that birth is a cause 
of right. 


el. As also for what has been said, namely, that if 
birth be held to be a cause of proprietory right, then the 
text of Manu, vizAfter the father and mother &c.,” 
cannot consistently be explained;—for if it be considered 
to mean the prohibition of previous partition, then the 
objection would arise that it intends a meaning not its own ; 
and as the purpose of partition is mundane, an injunction 
for partition as well as an injunction for its time is im¬ 
possible. Nor can it be taken to mean an obligatory in¬ 
junction regarding partition which stands (but for this in¬ 
junction) optional, for in that case there would be a conflict 
with the injunction regarding dwelling together; therefore 
it must be admitted that the text is intended for establish¬ 
ing that while the father and the mother are alive there is 
no ownership by birth to their property, but that it is on 
tlm!r °T e that right of the sons &c. accrues to 
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(the demise of the father); and because even it be held as 
a superfluous injunction regarding the time (for partition) 
■which proceeds from the desire (of tho co-sharers for 
partition) there can be no impropriety, it being a text on 
positive law. 

Hence is obviated also the objection that partition 
would be admissible ordy at the moment immediately 
following the father’s decease, for there is not in this 
instance any particular objection like the danger to the 
new-born infant’s life in the case ot a sacrifice on the birth 
of a son,—against the immediate sequence ot the effect 
(when the cause is present). Neither is the causality of 
the father’s decease indicated by the injunction regarding 
tho time for partition, for otherwise, as the effect must 
necessarily follow the cause, it would be sinful if partition 
be made after the death of the parents (and not imme¬ 
diately on their death). Moreover the extinction of the 
father’s right arises also from degradation and retirement: 
but the right (of the sons) by birth holds equally good 
(in these cases). In the case of degradation, however, 
the extinction of right and the disqualification for parti¬ 
cipation arise only if expiation be not performed. Other¬ 
wise penance too, which can be accomplished with (one’s 
own) wealth, could not be performed by the parents with 
their own wealth. 

Accordingly, (it must be admitted that) the following 
text also, namely, “ When the mother is past child-bearing 
&c.,” declares an injunction with reference to the time 
for partition. There is not, however, in that event tho 
extinction of right as in degradation &c. : but the extinc¬ 
tion of (tlie father’s) right is deduced solely from profane 
authority as well as from the prohibition of (his) participa¬ 
tion, as in the case of a brother and others (who are excluded 
from inheritance by reason of disqualification); this will 
be mentioned (hereafter). 

53. Moreover, Jim utavihana himself appears to give 
up his prior contention, and to admit partition by sons 
even when the father’s right is not extinguished; for he 
has, alter having assorted that — “Thus there are two peri¬ 
ods of partition : one, when the father’s right ceases ; tho 
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other, by his choice while his right endures,”—and then 
meanwhile having found fault with the three periods of 
partition mentioned in the Mit&kshara—come to the con¬ 
clusion that,—“ Therefore two periods of partition are right¬ 
ly affirmed : one, when the father’s right is extinguished 
by degradation, extinction of temporal affections and 
death ; the other, by the choice of the father while his 
right subsists.” Now how does (in the latter case) the right 
of the sons arise in the property of the father ? And 
how is it that there is no conflict with the texts ordain¬ 
ing absence of ownership (of the sons) while the parents 
are alive ? Partition being impossible of what is not 
property, how can partition be made by them ? Where 
is the consistency of one part with another of his 
(Jl'mutavahana’s) own book ? For (in another part) he 
says, “ The cessation only of the father’s right is in¬ 
tended by the text, ‘ After (the demise of) the father and 
mother &c.’; with this purpose the term after is used 
instead of the term dead: the meaning being “ after tho 
cessation of the father’s right, and the cessation of the 
father’s right arises as well from his degradation and 
extinction of worldly affections as from his (loath &c.” 

Again ho says:—“ Here also, as it is indicated that 
the son’s right in the father’s wealth arises from such 
causes as the extinction of the temporal affections, this is 
one period of partition.” Now if by the term, “from such 
causes as the extinction of the temporal affections,” the 
cessation alone of the father’s right be intended, in that 
case it is contradictory to what has been said, namely, 
the other period of partition is by the choice of the father 
while his right subsists. 

Again when he maintains that the survival alone of 
the sons and others at the time of the extinction of the 
father s right is a means of acquisition, how can he assert 
the right of the sons to the property of the father while 
the father’s right subsists. Certainly the father’s right 
cannot (according to his opinion) cease simply by reason 
” the motlun « being past child-bearing in the absence ol 
f, mthm s retirement to a forest; therefore it becomes 
difficult to apply the term ‘ heritage’ to the property where¬ 
of partition is made while the father’s right is not extin- 
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guished ; for the meaning of the term heritage as explained 
by himself is wanting, viz.: “ The term heritage is t ech¬ 

nically used to signify wealth in which right dependent 
on relation to the former owner arises on the extinction 
of his right.” These and similar confusions arise (in pur¬ 
suance of the doctrines propounded by Jiniutavuhana). 

54. But it is to be observed by those that are unpre¬ 
judiced that every thing becomes consistent if right by 
birth be admitted. Accordingly in the Mitakshara and 
other works it has been said that the term heritage signifies 
that wealth wherein another’s right arises dependent on 
relation to the former owner : but the phrase “ on cessation 
of the previous owner’s right” has also not been inserted 
in it. Hence it is established that heritage is two-fold. 

The argument in support of the three periods of par¬ 
tition mentioned in the Mitakshara will bo set forth at 
length when that subject will be dealt with ; there is no 
use of discussing here what is incidental to the subject 
under enquiry. 

55. The term 1 partition’ has been explained in the 
Mitakshara, thus, “ Partition is the adjustment into speci¬ 
fic portions, of divers rights arisen in the entire estate.” 
But Jimutavahana introduces this definition as the opinion 
of tho adversary in the following passage,—“ Nor can it 
be affirmed that partition is the adjustment into a particu¬ 
lar portion of that I'ight which all the co-sharers have 
through the sameness of their relation over the entii-e pro¬ 
perty;”—and then finds faults with it, thus,—“Because 
tho relation (of one co-heir to the owner) opposed by the co¬ 
existence of another relative produces a right—determina¬ 
ble by partition—to portions only of the estate ; for (other¬ 
wise) there would be multiplicity in the assumption of the 
accrual and extinction of a right to the entire estate • and 
it would be useless as there would not result the effect, viz. 
the power of dealing with the property according to 
pleasure; and then goes on,—“ What we say is, that 
partition consists in the act of manifesting, by the casting 
of lot or otherwise, the right which had arisen inlands, 
gold *ve and which extended only to a portion of them, 
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and which was previously unascertained, being unfit for 
exclusive appropriation, because no evidence of any 
ground of discrimination existed; or partition is the act of 
ascertaining the right or of making it known,—by the 
derivation of the term.” 

50. The author of the Dayatattva has referred to 
this view of Jimutavahana, and censured it thus :—“ For 
how may it be certainly known, since no text declares it, 
that the lot for each person falls precisely on that article 
which was already his. 

“ Again if wealth be gained after the father’s demise, 
by a brother riding one of two horses, which belonged to 
the father, it is univer- ally acknowledged, that two shares of 
it appertain to the acquirer; and one to any other co-heir. 
In such a case when the original property is subsequently 
divided, if that very horse be obtained by the acquirer, 
then according to the opinion of those who affirm partial 
rights, the horse was already his; why then should another 
brother share the wealth gained by him ? But if the horse 
be obtained by another, equal participation of wealth so 
acquired would be proper, since it is gained by the per¬ 
sonal labour of the one and by the work of a horse be¬ 
longing to the other. 

“But in fact, partition is the adjustment by lot or 
otherwise into a right over a specific portion, of that right 
which did, by reason of the same relation of the co-heirs, 
ac crue to the whole property, upon the extinction of the 
right of the previous owner. 

“ Thus, even the accrual and extinction of rights 
over the entire estate are to be admitted, in the same 
manner, as in the case of the re-union of co-heirs, the de¬ 
struction of rights over portions, and the production of 
rights over the entire estate, are acknowledged. 

u * his too is (in a manner) acknowledged by the 
author o! the Ilayabhaga who himself writes :—In the fol¬ 
lowing text of Yrihaspati, namely: ‘ He who being 

(once) separated dwells again through affection, with his 
father, brother or paternal uncle is termed re-united,’ be¬ 
cause the lather, the brother, the paternal uncle and the 
like, are from their birth likely to be united as regards 
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the property acquired by the father or the grandfather; 
they alone may become re-united, when being once sepa¬ 
rated they annul, through mutual affection, tho previous 
partition with the agreement to this effect, that the wealth 
which is thine is mine, and what is mine is thine, and re¬ 
main like one house-holder in any transaction. But not an 
association of merchants who, unlike the co-parceners, aro 
by tho mere union of stocks formed into a partnership, 
nor the mere union of estate of separated co-parceners 
without the stipulation based upon affection (are to be 
looked upon as instances of re-union). 

“ By reason of tho right being common, the text of 
Katyiiyana, which says: ‘ A co-parcener is not liable for 
the uso of any article which belongs to all the undivided 
relatives,’ becomes consistent in its literal sense; inas¬ 
much as his own right extends over every article; 
accordingly there can be no theft in such a case, as will 
be shewn hereafter. 

“Similarly also, by the text of Narada, namely: 

‘ Separated, not unseparated, bretln-en may reciprocally 
bear testimony, become sureties, bestow gifts and accept 
presents,’ the prohibition of mutual gift &c. amongst un¬ 
divided co-parceners becomes logically consistent; becauso 
(in such a case) there is an impossibility of gift and ac¬ 
ceptance, inasmuch as the acceptor had a right to the 
property given, even before a gift of it was made. 

“All the co-parceners are entitled to the fruits of all 
acts, either temporal or spiritual, which aro performed with 
the use of the joint property; since their right is com¬ 
mon. This is"- affirmed also by Narada: ‘ Among un¬ 
divided brethren, duties continue common; but when 
partition takes place, their duties also become different.’ 

“ Vyasa ordains: ‘ Let no one without the consent 
of the others, make a sale or gift of the whole immoveable 
estate nor of what is common to the family.’ Hero, from 
the use of the adjective ‘whole,’ it appears that the right 
of each parcener accrues to the entire estate. 

“ Therefore, when there are two persons equally re¬ 
lated to the deceased, each oi them considers the property 
loft by the deceased to belong to himself as well as to tho 
other coheir. G ilt and the like by the one for his own pur- 
6 
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pose, is prohibited, should the other’s consent be want¬ 
ing* 

“ Therefore it is established that the right does not 
accrue to a fractional portion.” 

57. ^ It appears that this is subscribed to. also by. the V 
author of the Mitahsliara ; for, he says : <l Partition >is'the- 
adjustment into specific portions, qf divers rights whiiih 
have arisen in the entire estate.” ‘ ■ 

But what is to be decided here is this: Whether ' 
ownership inhering in the owners and determined by the 
whole of the property, also whether property inhermg in . \ 
the entire estate and determined by the owners, exists \ 
jointly in all or exists separately in each ? The first (alter¬ 
native) is not tenable. Since in case of destruction of any 
one of those in which the ownership or the property in¬ 
heres, there would be great multiplicity in assuming their x ■ 
destruction, and the production of them in all the remain¬ 
ing ones; and since the dealing with any article by any ■ 
one (of the co-owners) would be impracticable in conse¬ 
quence of the want of power (in any one (^o-owner) of giv¬ 
ing away or selling or using in any other way, according 
to pleasure. Neither is the second (alternative)' 'tenable ; \ 
because on partition the destruction and. the reproduction \V 
of all of them would have to be assumed ; and because tliat 
would be contrary to the following passage'(of the Mitak- ' \ 

shara), m. “ Partition is made of what wa;s property ybut 
property is not generated by partition.” 

What we Eay here is this :—*-there arb certhinly rights \ 
existing separately in each, by . reason of ^he sameness of ' 

1 10 rc ‘ a ticm when partition tabes,place ’amongst the coV 
owners, the right of each ceases, to what is allotted to tho 

lik< eiS! 'tl , l °- sam . e wa y as by death, retirement and the 

1 yj u ie , 101s r, o inconsistency. And tin’s js what is meant 
°y adjustment. •» ii...-_ 
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affairs as well as spiritual ones enjoined by the Sruti and 
the Snn itiwhich can be performed by wealth. You 
(Jimdtavahana) impute to the author of the Mitakshara, 
the defect of multiplicity for his assumption of the destruc¬ 
tion and the production of rights, but yours is a still greater 
one (that of inconsistency) when you admit the production 
of a different right of each (of the co-sharers) in the property 
of the others by consent given by all (on re-union) after 
partition. You ascribe uselessness to the right over the 
entire estate by reason of its unfitness for use: but the same 
is equal if the right be admitted to arise in a fractional por¬ 
tion. There is no use in spinning out the matter. 
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PART I. 

Sec. 1—8. When and by whom partition is made.—9. Distribution by 
the father not arbitrary.—10. Of allotment of shares to wives.— . 

11. Of equal Distribution.—12. Father’s double share in self- 
acquired property.—13. Not so in ancestral property.—14. Equality 
of shares preferable in all cases.— 15. Partition with' one who wishes 
not to take any share.—16. Partition of heritage extends td. the 
third degree ; participation per stirpes not per capita. —17. Of parti¬ 
tion of ancestral property recovered by father and of the father’s right ' 
of disposal.—IS. Mother’s life no bar to partition^— 7 l£f. The mother - 
entitled to a share. — 20. Initiation of uninitiated brothers.—21. Mar¬ 
riage of sisters, &c. — 22. Of alienation of- immoveable property. — 

23. Partition may take place at the desire of .a single co-sharer.— 

24. Of a eo-sharei born after partition. — 25. Of partition by brothers ' % 

of different classes. v v ' ' ‘ • 

» \ ' % v 

V *. » 

1. Now are determined the periods, when, and. the • 
persons by whom, partition may be made. 

On that subject Manu says “ After (the death of) 
the father and also the mother, tile brethren being assem-. ' ■ 

bled together shall equally divide the paternal estate ; for'. 
they ure not masters while those are . alive.” \ 

“ Paternal,” signifies, belonging to the parents, since 
both aie previously mentioned : hence by the phrase “ after 
the atlua-,” a period of partition of the paternal property, 
is expressed; and by the phrase “after the mother,” a 
peiiot o partition of the maternal property, is shown; • 

tie (ini and also” (eha) however, is used for the pur- 
pose o me mating other periods, but not for the purpose 
ol laymg down the restriction, (that partition is to bo 
nia< e 011 y) alter the death of both,” for the mother’s 
life (luoo no constitute a bar to the partition of the pater- 
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nal property, nor the father’s life to the partition of the 
maternal property. 

Accordingly the author of the Sangraha says :—“ Par¬ 
tition of paternal property may take place notwithstanding 
the mother is alive, because in the absence of the husband, 
the mother has no independent ownership (in the property 
of her husband ;) likewise also the partition of the maternal 
property may be made while the father is alive, for when 
there are children, a woman’s lord is not the lord of her 
property.” The meaning is: Inasmuch as, when there 
are sons, the mother has not independent ownership in the 
property of her husband even after his death, therefore 
even while she is alive the partition of the paternal pro¬ 
perty is reasonable; and because the husband has no right 
to the property of the wife, when there are children, 
therefore even while he is alive the sons are entitled to 
divide the maternal property. 

Hence also the text, “For they are not masters while 
those are alive” is to be held as establishing the abseuco 
of independence in respect of the property of the father 
and mother respectively; and not as establishing the 
absence of right, since it has been demonstrated that the 
sons’ right to the property of the father (and the mother ?) 
accrues by birth. 

In the following text, namely ,— (( Should the father 
effect partition, he may separate the sons at his own desire, 
or (may separate) the eldest son with the best share j 
or all may be equal sharers —Yajnavalkya, by declaring 
that the father may separate the sons at his desire, in¬ 
dicates that while the father is alive, that too. is a pe¬ 
riod of partition when the father feels a desire for it. 
In that case, again, the father alone is the person who is 
competent to make partition ; since the want of the sons’ 
independence has been established by the text, viz.,—“ For 
they have no right while the father is alive and free from 
defect.” From the.adjective “ free from defect,” it appears 
that what is meant is, that although the father be alive who 
has defects like degradation, still because the sons are not 
required to remain under his control, therefore that too is 
a period of partition when they desire; and in that caso 
the sons are competent to make partition. 
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There is also another period of partition at the desire 
of the sons, namely, when the father feels no concern for 
property and has his sexual appetite extinct, and the 
mother is past child-bearing. Thus Narada having 
spoken of partition after (the demise of) the father, in the 
text, namely,—“ Hence after (the demise of) the father, 
the sons may divide his estate equally—goes on to 
say :—“ Also when the mother is past child-bearing and 
the sisters have been given in marriage; or when the 
father’s sexual propensity has become extinct and his 
affection (for property) has.ceased.” 

Junutavabana, however, reads the text as “ the 
father is lost or houseless,” (instead of “ the father’s 
sexual propensity has become extinct;”) and explains that 
“ lost,” means, degraded ; and “ houseless,” signifies, no 
longer a householder. He also says that the reading, 
viz.,—“ the father’s sexual propensity has become extinct,” 
is unauthorized. But this is unreasonable, for that read¬ 
ing has been adopted in the Mitlikshara and other com¬ 
mentaries. The passage “ the sons may divide his estate” 
(occurring in the preceding text) is to be construed with 
the latter text (of N6rada). 

Gautama also, after declaring ,—“ After (the demise 
of) the father, the sons may divide his wealth,”—goes on 
to say,—“ Also in his lifetime, when he desires, if the 
mother be past child-bearing.” 

Also Vrihaspati ordains ,—“ On the demise of the 
parents, partition among brethren has been declared; it 
may also take place while they are alive if the mother be 
past child-bearing.” 

Again even when the mother is capable of bearing 
more sons, and the father is unwilling, partition may take 
place at the desire of the sons, if the father suffer from 
a lasting disease or be addicted to vice. Thus Sankha 
says “ Partition of inheritance may take place against 
the will of the father, if he be old, diseased, and. have his 
intellect perverted also Nevada says “ A father 
who is afflicted with disease, or is influenced with wrath, 
or whose mind is engrossed with a beloved object, or who 
acts otherwise than the Sastras permit, is not competent to 
make partition.” 
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2. To what has been said on the subject in the 
Mitfiksbard, namely, that the father's death is one period, 
when the mother is past child-bearing 1 is the second, and 
the third is in the lifetime of the father when he desires,— 
the following objection is raised by Jhmitavaluma:— 
“ If the cessation of the mother’s courses be joined, as a 
condition, with the extinction of the father’s affections, 
then since the nubile age is ordained by Manu in the text, 
A T iz.,— ‘A man of thirty years shall marry a lovely girl of 
twelve years; or a man of twenty four, a girl of eight 
years : one who marries sooner deviates from virtue ;’—and 
since the same sage ordains the age in which a man should 
adopt another order, in the text ,—‘ After fifty a man 
shall retire to a forest;’—therefore at that time, the cessation 
of the mother’s courses being impossible, there could be no 
partition at the desire of the sons although the father 
become a hermit or his temporal affections be extinct. If 
it be said that the extinction of the father’s temporal 
affections without the condition annexed to it, constitutes 
a period of partition of paternal property, then even 
when the father is degraded partition could not take place 
if his temporal affections be not extinct. If it be alleged 
that this too is another period of partition, then there 
would be four periods of partition, vis., the demise of the 
father, his degradation, the extinction of his affections and 
his desire. Hence two periods only are reasonable : one, 
when the father’s right ceases by death, degradation or the 
extinction of terporal affections ; the other, at the pleasure 
of the father while his right subsists.” 

This 'objection has arisen from not understanding the 
intention of the author of the Mitfikshard. For he does 
not lay down the restrictive rule that there are only three 
periods of partition ; because he does immediatelv estahHah 
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of the mother’s courses; and since the cessation of the 
father’s right cannot possibly be the occasion of partition, 
inasmuch as right lias been established to accrue by birth. 
Similarly also, right docs not cease under the circumstance 
of being afflicted with a lasting disease; lienee also the 
restrictive rule asserted by you that there are only two 
periods of partition is difficult to be maintained. Nor can 
you say that you approve the proposition that right does 
not cease when the father is afflicted with a lasting disease, 
for it would be contrary to the text which enjoins partition 
on that event. 

3. As for what has been said by the same author, 
namely,—“ The condition 1 when the mother is past child- 
bearing,’ refers to the property inherited from the grand¬ 
father and other ancestors. Since, the mother being past 
child-bearing, the birth of more sons becomes impossible, 
hence partition among sons may then take place, but by 
the choice of the father, for if ancestral property were 
divided while the mother was capable of bearing children, 
then those born subsequently would be deprived of subsis¬ 
tence ; nor is that reasonable, for it is ordained,—‘ Those 
who are born and those who are not yet begotten, as well as 
those who are in the womb, all require maintenance; the 
dissipation of their hereditary source of maintenance is 
censured.’—Inasmuch as there are two periods for partition 
of paternal wealth, therefore Manu, Gautama and other 
sages have used the term ‘ after,’ leaving the term death. 
‘ After,’ signifies, extinction of the father’s right. But if the 
above text referred to paternal property, then the text,— 
‘ But one born after partition shall take the father’s sharo 
only,’—would be without any subject to which it may be 
applicable, because there is no possibility of the birth of 
more sons, when the mother is past child-bearing ; nor < an 
it beat all supposed to relate to the mother’s estate, for in 
that case the mother would be deprived of her property. 
Ilenco the condition ‘when the mother is past child-bear¬ 
ing.’refers to the estate of the grandfather. Nor can the 
circumstance of the mother being incapable of bearing more 
children lie a cause of partition independently of choice, for 
there can be no partition without a will to elfect it; then 
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the question occurs, whose must that will be ? and the solu¬ 
tion is that it must be the father’s will, as deduced from the 
text of Gautama, which says, — ‘ After (the demise of) tit 1 
father, the sons may divide the estate, or while he lives ii 
the mother be past child-bearing, and he desires it.’ Hence 
there are only two periods for partition of the grand¬ 
father’s estate ; one is, when the parents are no more, and 
the other, when the mother is past child-bearing and the 
father desires it.” 

This too is, but the effect of carelessness : because the 
objection of dissipation of the subsistence is equally appli¬ 
cable to paternal property ; and because the objection that 
the text, ‘ But one born after partition, &c.,’ would be with¬ 
out a subject, holds equally good in case that text be held 
to refer to the estate of the grandfather and other ances¬ 
tors ; also because it cannot but be admitted, as it is uni¬ 
versally admitted, that when a father who retains his tem¬ 
poral affections becomes tainted with degradation and the 
like, partition of even the grandfather’s estate may take 
place at the desire of the sons. But as it will be established 
that in the property of the grandfather, the ownership of 
the father and the sons is equal by reason of texts such as, 
—“ The ownership of the father and the son is the same 
&c.,”—therefore in fact partition thereof at the desire of 
the sons is not improper. As for a different interpretation 
of the above text, and the supposition that the absence of 
mastery relates to his estate &c., all these will be refuted 
on the occasion of considering that text. 


4. Wo say that there are only three periods of parti¬ 
tion in this way, namely, when the father is alive and 
worthy of independence, his desire alone is the cause of 
partition; but if he is not worthy of it by reason of degra¬ 
dation, mendicancy and the like, then the desire of the 
sons only ; on the demise of the father, however, the cau¬ 
sality of the sons’ desire, necessarily follows. Otherwise 
there would be gieat confusion, tor it would be unreason¬ 
able to suppose t nit the circumstances, namely, extinction 
ol desires and t ie like, do sometimes separately and some- 
timos conjointly constitute the cause of partition, and 
because it won < >e difficult, to discriminate between what 
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constitutes the principal cause and what its concomitants. 
Hence in certain texts the enumeration of some of the cir¬ 
cumstances and the omission of the others become consis¬ 
tent. 

By reason of the simplicity of the supposition of one 
radical revelation, all tlio texts should be considered to 
indicate only the absence of the father’s independence by 
‘ extinction of desire’ and the like. TT° this very effect 
is the import of texts like the following:—“ For they 
are not masters while the parents are alive(Manu). 
“ For sons have not ownership while the father is alive 
and free from defect(Devala). “ And it is right even 
while they are both living (Yrilmspati). 

Hence Vyasa and other sages have declared two alter¬ 
natives, namely, one which is preferable, is the common 
abode of brothers while the parents are alive; the other, 
where by their consent and the like, the eldest or any other 
who is capable of managing the affairs of the family be¬ 
comes the head of the family and the rest live under his 
control. Thus Vyasa says:—“For bi’others, common 
abode is ordained while the parents are alive.” Marita de¬ 
clares,—“ While the father lives, the sons have no indepen¬ 
dence with regard to receipt, expenditure and deposit of 
wealth. But if he be deceased, remotely absent, or afflicted 
with disease, let the eldest manage the estate.” Sankha 
and Likhita, however, most clearly declare,—“ If the 
father becomes incapable, let the eldest manage the affairs 
of the family, or with his consent a younger brother con¬ 
versant with business; partition of the wealth does not 
take place, if the father be not desirous of it; when he 
is old or his mental faculties are impaired, or his body 
is afflicted with a lasting disease let the eldest like a 
lather protect the goods of the rest; as (the support of) the 
lamily depends upon the wealth, they are not independent 
while they have their father living, or while the mother 
is so.” 

1 horoforo tlioro arc only three periods for partition, 
in the way mentioned above, 

5. In the text of Manu on this subject the term <( as- 
gcBibled together” un ly rec ites (but does not enjoin) the 
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assemblage (of co-sharers) which may take place, lila the 
plurality (recited by the plural number in the term 
“ brethren,”) otherwise partition could not take place, at 
the desire of one co-parcener or where there are two 
brothers. The term “ equally” however is restrictive; but 
this will be fully considered hereafter. 


6. Jlnrtitav&liana says :— “ Since the term 1 parents’ 
(in Vrihaspati’s text) bears the dual number, therefore 
partition by uterine brothers, of even the paternal property 
should be made only on the demise'of the mother. But 
the use of the mother’s demise has no inference to the 
partition of the mother’s estate; because the text ‘ even 
while they are living’ cannot consistently refer to the 
mother’s estate, therefore it must be admitted to refer to 
another’s property : hence, because by the term ‘ even’ in 
the text ‘even while they are both living,’ the existence 
of the parents is declared to relate to the very same case to 
which the non-existence of the parents stands as the cause, 
therefore the demise of the mother ought not to be inter¬ 
preted as referring to the estate of the mother.” 

But this is not consistent; for in the text of Manu the 
terms ‘ father’ and ‘ mother’ are separately set out: also 
where it is otherwise, (as in Vrihaspati’s text) it is reason¬ 
able to interpret the dual number as only intending 
reference to partition. If it were not so, then there would 
be no earthly reason for connecting tlio property of one 
with the demise of another. 

What again is the meaning of the passage, namely,— 
“ Because the text, ‘ even while they are both living &c.’ 
cannot consistently refer to the estate of the mother 
&c.” ? If it be that the text does not refer to the property 
of the mother, by reason of the absence of her indepen¬ 
dence while the father is- alive, in that case the father has 
ownership even in the property of his wife notwithstand¬ 
ing the sons, therefore her demise too cannot have any 
bearing upon that, bence would arise the objection of having 
reference to something olso, 

And US te>i' a different meaning of tho above passage, 
it will be shown that that is an absurd assertion. Hence 
the proposition, affirmed by the author of the Sangraha 
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and others,—viz., that the mother’s demise relates to her 
property,—is consistent; since the reason is earthly. 


7. The common abode of the brethren, however, is 
preferable, as while tlie parents are alive as likewise after 
their demise. Thus Sankha and Likhita declare, —“ They 
may live together if they please, for being united toge¬ 
ther they may attain to prosperity.” The meaning is, 
that being “united together,” »., e., dwelling together they 
may attain to prosperity through the assistance rendered 
by each other in the acquisition of property. So Narada 
says.—“ Let the eldest brother, like a father maintain the 
rest together; or let a younger brother who is capable, do 
so: the maintenance of the family depends upon ability.” 

So Manu ordains,—“ The eldest brother may take 
the patrimony entire, and the rest may live under him as 
under a father. By the eldest son as soon as born, a man 
becomes father of male issue, and is exonerated from the 
debt to the ancestors : such a son therefore is entitled to 
take the entire heritage. That sou alone on whom he 
devolves his debt and through whom he tastes immortali¬ 
ty was begotten from a sense of duty; the rest are con¬ 
sidered as begotten from love of pleasure. Let the eldest 
like a father, support the younger brothers, and let them 
according to law behave like sons towards the eldest 
brother. 1'he firstborn exalts the family, or on the con¬ 
trary, destroys it; the firstborn is the most respectable in 
society, the firstborn is honored by the good in this world. 
If the eldest brother acts as an eldest brother should do, he 
is as a mother, he is as a father. But one who does not 


a< t as an eldest brother should do, is still to be respected as 
a relative. The eldest brother who from avarice defrauds 
y° un ger brethren shall not be considered as the eldest, 
shall forfeit his share and shall be punished by the king.” 

Agreeably to all these texts, the joint abode of all 
the brethren in obedience to the eldest brother who is 
possessed ot good qualities, is preferable. 

i “ mcreaso of religious merit be desired then parti- 
tion s imik. bo made. It has been so declared by Manu 
and lujApati;-—<< Tims let them dwell together, or apart 
for the sa ». ot religious merit, since religious duties are 
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multiplied apart, therefore separation is virtuous.” Reli¬ 
gious duties consist in the worship of gods &c., for that alone 
Ts never heard to be separate in a joint family. Accordingly 
Vrihaspati says : —“ Among those who live in oommensality, 
the worship of the manes of ancestors and of gods and 
Brahmanas, is common : but among the separated the very 
same worship takes place in the house of each.” 

The author of the Sangraha, however, says that the 
term increase of religious merit, includes also the increase 
of religious merit by means of the establishment of the 
sacred fires and the like ceremonies :—thus he says,—By 
partition the paternal estate is rendered the property of 
the sons ; when the right of property arises, they com¬ 
mence ; hence separation is virtuous : “ commence,” i. e . 
accomplish the ceremonies of establishing the sacred fires 
and the like. 

But this has already been refuted by us when esta¬ 
blishing the right of sons to the performance of ceremonies 
enjoined by the Sruti and the Smriti, even before partition 
by reason of the sons’ right to the paternal property accru¬ 
ing by birth alone. Therefore by the term religious 
dutiesj are to be understood only such religious duties as 
the five great sacrifices. 


8. The phrase “ and the sisters given in marriage,” 
is however inserted not for the purpose of marking a period 
of partition, but for the purpose of shewing that their mar¬ 
riage must be celebrated: similarly tlio text oi Nevada, 
viz. ,— “ Whatever remains after the father’s gifts arc given 
and the paternal debts liquidated out of it, should be 
divided by the brothers so that the father may not remain 
a debtor,” —ordains the obligation of paying oil' the father’s 
debts, but not a period of partition. 


9. Again when the father separates the sons at his 
desire, then also^ arbitrary will shall not be exorcised, but 
the meaning of Yogisvara’s text is, that of the two methods 
viz. (< Or (may separate) the eldest with the best share, 
or all may be equal sharers,”—that method which ho 
chooses may be adopted. 
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Professor Vijnanesvara explains the above text in tlie 
following way : —“ The eldest, with the best share ; the 
middlemost, with the middlemost share; the youngest, 
with the smallest share ; or all the eldest and the rest may 
be made equal sharers.” 

The oriental writers, however, say that the phrase 1 at 
his desire’ indicates a separate method altogether, and dis¬ 
tinct shares of the eldest and others and equal shares con¬ 
stitute two methods : thus there are three methods ; accord¬ 
ingly the first term “ or” in the text “ or (may separate) 
the eldest,”—becomes significant, as having reference to 
the mode indicated by the phrase “ at his desire it would 
become far-fetched, had it reference to the method which is 
subsequently set forth. 

And they assign the following reason for that (view): 

•—In the text of Niirada, viz .,—“ Or the father himself 
when old may separate the sons, either (he may separate) 
the eldest with the best share, or in any way he pleases, 
because one mode of unequal distribution is set forth by the 
passage “ either the eldest &c.,” and then it is said “ or 
in any way &c.” therefore it is indicated that there is also 
another mode of distribution by the desire of the father. 
Also Marita says :—“ A father, having during his lifetime 
distributed his property may retire to the forest, or enter 
into the order suitable to an aged man ; or he may remain 
at home having distributed a small portion (of his property 
amongst his sons) and retaining a greater portion ; should 
he be pinched, he may take back from them.”—“The 
order suitable to an aged man,” means the fourth order ; 
“ be pinched,” means, be reduced to poverty :—here too a 
different mode is expressed by the passage “ having distri¬ 
buted a small portion.” Therefore by reason of the same 
foundation (of Yogfsvara’s text) with these (texts) it is 
reasonable to say, in order to include the above mode of 
partition in Yogisvara’s text, that the passage “ at his de- 
sire^ (in Yogisvara’s text)indicates nothing but a separate 


w/ 8 wron & : for the term “ or” does not become far¬ 
fetched (by haying reference to the subsequent mode,) 

since it may, with propriety, be construed in either way. 
Neither is the reason assigned correct. Because if the object 
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of the phrase 1 at his desire’ (in Yogfsvara’s text) be to in¬ 
clude another mode mentioned in other texts, then the 
latter half (of Yogisvara’s text) would be merely unneces¬ 
sary; for as those two modes also are mentioned in other texts, 
these may likewise be included under the phrase “ at his 
desire” : there w r ould certainly bo very little necessity it 
the object of that phrase were to include a mode other than 
these (two modes). And because desire being under no 
restraint, the meaning of that (other supposed mode) can¬ 
not be ascertained without consulting other texts, (but it 
must be ascertained) so that arbitrariness may be prevent¬ 
ed : but there would be no necessity for consulting other 
texts, if the phrase “ at his desire” be interpreted to be 
inserted for the purpose of removing the idea of any rule 
regarding the applicability of the two modes mentioned by 
(Yogisvara) himself. Nor can it be said that inasmuch as 
option is indicated by the very assertion of the alternative, 
the phrase “ at his desire” is useless ; since it is far more 
reasonable to say that the phrase though it is superfluous, 
is intended to have reference to the two modes men¬ 
tioned by himself, with the object of removing the idea 
of the alternative being governed by any rule, rather than 
that the latter half (of Yogfsvara’s text) is useless. 

Again, the same foundation (of Yogfsvara’s text) with 
the texts of Nfirada and other sages, is not inconsistent with 
the interpretation put by Vijnanesvara; for the two 
modes mentioned in Yogfsvara’s text, are declared in other 
texts also. Nor can it be said that let the meaning of 
Yogfsvara’s text be, that arbitrary will alone constitutes a 
distinct, mode ; for in that case the following text would be 
meaningless, viz. : “ A father who acts otherwise than the 
S&stras ^permit has no power in distribution” ; for, if (the 
exercise of) unqualified will were agreeable to the S&stras, 
then acting otherwise than the Sastras permit, would be 
impossible. Had will been the only cause, then the follow¬ 
ing text of K&tydyana also would have been useless, viz. 

(( But let the father distinguish one son at a partition 
made in h* 3 ^ e .^ tUG > nor whimsically deprive any one 
(of his share) without sufficient cause.”—“Let not dis¬ 
tinguish,” nio^ns, ^let him not make any son benefited by 
finy arbitrary special consideration, otherwise than by the 
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specific deductions for the eldest and others,—as enjoined 
by the Sastras ; “ sufficient cause” again, is such as degra¬ 
dation &c., permitted by the Sastras; “ whimsically” 

means, through anger or through affection towards the son 
of a beloved wife; “ deprive” signifies, render destitute of 
shares. 

As for the following text ofYogfsvara, namely,— 
u Among those separated with greater or less allotments, 
(the distribution) made by the father is pronounced, 
lawful,”—that again lias, consistently with the text, viz.,— 
“ A father who is afflicted with disease or incensed with 
wrath &c,”—been explained by Vijnanesvara himself to 
mean only this :—“ lawful” i. e.. if in accordance with law, 
then what is made by the father is pronounced as finally 
made i. e., cannot be revoked; but what is not lawful 
i. <?., not made agreeably to the Sfistras, can certainly be 
revoked. 

Similarly are to be explained also the following texts of 
Vrihaspati and Narada (respectively):—“ Shares which 
have been assigned by the father to the sons, whether equal, 
greater or less, ought to be kept unaltered by them : else 
they shall be chastised.”—“ For such as have been separa¬ 
ted by their father with equal, greater or less allotments of 
wealth, the same is a lawful distribution ; for the father is 
the lord of all.”—The meaning is that even in case of parti¬ 
tion with the best and the like shares allotted by the father 
to the eldest and the like respectively, the others should not 
be dissatisfied ; nor should the eldest and others be so, in 
case of partition with equal allotments: accordingly Narada 
says, that “that is a lawful distribution.” 

Partition with the best and the like shares has been 
declared also by Manu thus,—“ The twentieth part of the 
estate together with the best of all chattels, constitutes the 
specific deduction for the eldest; half of that for the middle¬ 
most ; and a quarter, for the youngest.” Baudh&yana has 
declared the case of equal shares, thus :—“ ‘ Manu distri¬ 
buted the heritage among his sons ; hence the share of all 
is equal by reason of the absence of distinction.” The 
meaning is, that, all the sons shall have equal shares inas¬ 
much a;s no distinction is mentioned in the Sruti, via., 
i( Manu distributed the heritage among his sons.” 
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10. If a father, by his own will, separates liis sons 
with equal shares, then he must give to each of his wives 
a share equal to that of a son. Thus Yajnavalkya says 
«If he makes the allotments equal, then his wives to whom 
woman's property has not been given by the husband or 
father-in-law, shall be made equal, sharers.” To whom 
tooman's property lias not been given through affection 
&c., by the husband or the father-in-law: the mention 
of the husband &c. is illustrative; the meaning is, 
who are devoid of woman's property described here¬ 
after. What is laid down is, that each of sucli wives 
is entitled only to a share equal to that of a son. Thus the 
following meaning is deduced :—When the father separates 
his sons even with the best and the like shares, then also 
after having deducted the best and the like shares he shall, 
out of the whole property from which the specific deduc¬ 
tions have boen made, allot to each of his wives a share 
equal to that of a son ; but they are not entitled to speci¬ 
fic deductions for their seniority. 

Whatever, however, a wife is entitled to as her speci¬ 
fic deduction, that too the wife gets ; accordingly A'pas- 
tamba says : — 11 The furniture in the house and the 
jewels belong to the wile.”— (< Furniture” means pots 
for eating and the like. What furniture of a woman is 
not joint property and what ornament is not so, will be 
considered hereafter. 

Nor is it reasonable to say that when Vij nines vara 
explains the above text (of iogisvai’u) to intend that a w do 
is entitled to a -share equal to that oi a son in both the 
inodes (of partition), then the condition consisting in 
the equality of shares, as ordained in the passage, “ If he 
makes the allotments equal,”—is useless : this much only 
ought to have been said that the wives do not get specific 
deductions according to their seniority. Because a 
mode of mere unequal distribution without the specific 
deductions,—-has been declared by Manu in the text,— 
« When the specific deductions have thus been made, 
let equal shares (of the residue) be allotted: but if the 
specific deductions be not made, then the distribution of 
shares among the sons shall be in this manner,—let the 
eldest have a double share; the next born, a share and a 
8 




VIRAJ1ITRODAYA. 



<SL 

[Chap. II. Ft. I. 


half, and the younger sons each a share: this is the settled 
law,”—by Gautama in the text, —“ Or the first-born may 
have a double share, and the rest one share each,” —by 
Vasishtha, in the text, —“ The partition of heritage among 
brothers is now declared : let the eldest take two shares, 
to him also belongs a tenth of the oxen and horses ; the 
goats, the sheep and the house belongs to the youngest ; the 
iron instruments and the furniture of the house belong 
to the middlemost,”—and by Niirada, in the text,— 
“To the eldest an additional share should be. given: 
for the youngest the best share is ordained ; the rest shall 

partake of equal shares and so the unmarried sister.”_ 

If this mode be adopted, then in order to establish the 
absence of the wives’ shares in that case, the restrictive 
rule, namely, “ If he makes the allotments equal,”—has 
been ordained. Hence there is no defect. 

Accordingly in interpreting the following text of Manu, 
viz.—“ Among undivided brethren, if there be exertion 
in common, then the father shall on no account make un¬ 
equal allotments,”—which prohibits the distribution of un¬ 
equal shares, if in acquiring the property there has been 
“ in common” i. e., equal “exertion” i. e., labour of all the 
brethren,—Jimutavahana says :—But the- specific deduc¬ 
tions may certainly be given by the father, these do not 
partake of the nature of allotments; unequal allotments only 
being prohibited. 

The following is the opinion of Vijn^nayogin:— 
Hence also in a case of partition with specific deductions, 
as declared by Yiijnavalkya in the text, “or the eldest 
with the best share,”—the sons certainly take equal shares; 
consequently to that case also, the above text (of Taj na¬ 
val ky a) is applicable. But it does not apply to the case of 
partition with double shares &c. 

But if woman’s property has been given (to a wife,) 
m that case the allotment of a half share is subsequently 
ordained in the text,—“If any have been assigned, let him 
allot the half.” Although this has been ordained with re¬ 
ference to what the husband is to give to a wife who is 
supci nCflea by the marriage of another wife, still by parity 
or leason it is to be applied to the present case where the 
question occurs (as to what should he allotted to a wife who 
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has received woman's property). For Baud hay ana says:— 

“ What is affirmed of even one among many that have a 
common property, the same is to be extended to all, since 
they are declared to be similar.” 

Jimiit avail an a and his follower tlie author of the 
Dayatattva appear to explain the term “ exertion in com¬ 
mon” in the text of Manu, viz.,—“ Among undivided 
brothers &c.,”—to mean, if all ask for partition ; for they 
say :—“ But when the sons request partition in the father’s 
lifetime, an unequal distribution should not be made by 
him.” But this interpretation is improper inasmuch as the 
term “ in common” fsahaj becomes unmeaning, and the 
term “ exertion” ( utthunamj although importing labor 
must be taken to signify, desire for partition; hence the 
interpretation put by us is to be preferred: thus we get 
also harmony with the following text of Yogisvara, viz.,— 

“ When there is an augmentation of the common stock, then 
however, the distribution is ordained to be equal” : hence 
that text is reasonably construed by putting no other in¬ 
terpretation than what is approved by us. 

It has been said in the Mit&kshard“ Again in the 
text,— ‘ If any have been assigned, let him allot the halt,’— 
the term ‘ half’ does not signify an exact equal division; 
hence so much should be given as what was given before 
and what is given now may be equal (to the share of a son).” 

The purport of which is this: —although the term cirJlui 
(half), in the neuter gender, signifies equal division accor¬ 
ding to the Jcosha (vocabulary) which says ,—ardha in tlio 
neuter gender, implies equal division,” still the intention, 
is that a wife is entitled only to a share equal to that ot a 
son, so that the share of a wife may not be unsettled, that 
is, sometimes greater than that of a son, and sometimes 
less , also that the restriction as to an exact half share may 
not have an ultra-mundane object. 

With regard to this the author of the Madamiratna 
aay3 From the plural number in the term ‘ wivos,’ 

(in Yajnavalkyu’s text) it appears that the father himself 
is to take a share for each wife; hut separate shares are 
not to he allotted to them; since that would be contrary to 
Harita’s text which ordains,—‘There can be no partition 
between hushed and wife.’ ” 
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This is not tenable; for partition between husband 
and wife is not affirmed here, so that there would be conflict 
with the text of Hiirita, but (what is affirmed is) the gift to 
the wives, at the time of separating the sons, of shares 
equal to theirs, like the gift through affection; for this 
reason it has been said that a half share shall be assigned 
if woman's property has been given. Hence there is no 
defect. 


11. The partition, however, which takes place at the 

desire of the sons during the lifetime of the father,_must 

be equal; because there is no provision for inequality (of 
distribution,) and because the term “ equally” which oc¬ 
curs in the previous text is to be construed with the text of 
Manu (Narada ?) viz.,—“ When the mother is past child¬ 
bearing.” 


So also the partition after the demise of the father 
must be equal ; for it is so declared by the term, “ equally” 
in Manu’s text cited before; also Harita says, “ When the 
father is dead, the division of the heritage shall be equal;” 
—so Paithinasi declares,—“When the paternal property 
is to be divided, the shares of the brothers shall be equal”; 
so also Yajnavalkya ordains,—“ After the demise of the pa¬ 
rents, the sons shall equally divide the heritage and the 
debts.” 

This text (of Yajnavalkya) has been explained in the 
MitakshaiA, thus:—“ After the demise of the parents,” in¬ 
dicates the period of partition, “ the sons” shows the per¬ 
sons by whom partition is to be made, “ equally” restricts 
the mode of partition. 

If it be said that when Manu, after having premised 
partition after the demise of the father, and having ordained 
the alternative of joint abode to be preferable, in the fol¬ 
lowing text ,—“ The eldest alone, however, may take the 
paternal estate in its entirety, and the rest may live under 
. m a . 9 lm d©r a father,”—has also spoken of unequal divi¬ 
sion in the text,—“ The specific deduction for the eldest 
js the twentieth part &c.” :—then how can the restriction, 
bo OHaiund that the distribution shall be equal ? The 
answer is, although this unequal distribution is laid down 
by the o stras, whether the father be alive or dead ; still 
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the restriction,—that the distribution shall be but equal 
in this lcaliyugam (age of discord,)—is to be maintained 
in pursuance of other texts ; for Yoglsvara ordains,—“ jJut 
practise not what is abhorred in the world though it be 
legal, for it secures not spiritual good.” 

Here the term “world,” means yvgam (age); the 
meaning is, “ what is abhorred” i. e., prohibited to be 
practised in one age, although it may be legal in another 
age, ought not to be practised. Otherwise there would be 
the following defects :■—it would be contradictory to say 
that the same thing is legal, and (at the same time) is one 
which secures not spiritual good; the abhorrence of what is 
agreeable to the Sastras by one who is versed in them 
would be contradictory; the abhorrence of mortals in 
ignorance of the Sastras does not, however, render anything 
incapable of affording spiritual good, because the samo 
might extend to cruelty &c. in the ceremonies of agnisoma 
mid the like. Accordingly, those only' that are ordained 
to be shunned in the lcaliyugam, such as the killing of 
cattle in honor of a venerable guest and the sacrifice of 
cows, have been set forth in the Mitakshara as examples of 
what are abhorred in the world. 

Again wherever the re-marriage of an undefiled 
widow, and the like, have been mentioned under what 
are to be shunned in the Jcaligugam , there have been 
also included the specific deductions for the eldest &c. ; 
thus in the A'dipurana it has been said, —“ The re¬ 
marriage of a woman once married, the specific deduc¬ 
tion for the eldest, the sacrifice of kine likewise, the 
intercourse with a brother’s wife, and the use of a Jcaman - 
dalu ; these five shall not be done in the lcaliyugam .” So 
also it has been said in the Smritisangraha,—“As neither 
the law of appointment to raise issue, nor the sacrifice of 
kine, so neither the partition with specific deductions now 
exist.”—“ The law of appointment to raise issue,” means, 
intercourse,—m the prescribed way, by appointment of 
venerable relatives—with a brother’s affianced bride if the 
brother dies, ( e oie the completion of marriage); “the 
sacrifice of kmo, is as ordained in the text,—“ Sacrifice a 
barren cow as a victim consecrated to Mitra and Varuna 
“now,” means, in the Jcaligugam. 
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Accordingly A'pastamba, having declared his own 
opinion,—" A father, in his lifetime, shall equally distri¬ 
bute the heritage among the sons —and having stated 
as the opinion of some, the taking of the entire estate 
by the eldest, in the text,—“ Some (say that) the eldest is 
the heir —and having shewn, as the opinion of others, 
a distribution with specific deductions, in the text,—“ In 
some countries, the gold, the kine, and the black produce 
of the earth belong to the eldest; the car appertains to the 
father ; and the furniture in the house and ornaments are 
the wife’s, as also wealth (received by her) from kins¬ 
men •”—has refuted the same in the text,—“ That is con¬ 
trary to the Sdstras—and has himself explained the 
inconsistency with the Sastras, in the text,— “ No distinc¬ 
tion is mentioned in the Sruti,—‘ Manu distributed his 
heritage among his sons.’ ” 

Hence unequal distribution, though ordained by the 
Sastras, ought not to be carried out in the kali age. 

As for what lias been said by the author of the Mitak- 
shara, namely,—“ it is also contrary to scripture —that is 
open to question. I'or if there be inconsistency with 
scripture, then unequal distribution could not be practised 
in other ages also (besides the kali age,) consequently 
the texts ordaining it would be altogether -without, authori¬ 
ty ; hence it is inconsistent to say that it is one which is 
to be shunned in the kali age. Neither is here direct con¬ 
flict with scripture; for inasmuch as distinction is not 
ordained in the Sruti (cited above), therefore equality (of 
distribution) is inferred according to the maxim,—"Equali¬ 
ty is the rule where no distinction is expressed.” 

In the following passage of the Smritichandrika, 
however, there is written a different text of scripture, cited 
by Baudhayana, which ordains unequal distribution:—He 
himself lias declared that there is a different text of sciip- 
ture, bearing upon tlio specific deductions for seniority, 
“ The eldest shall set apart one from every kind of property 
agreeably to the Sruti,—* Therefore set the eldest son at 
ease with a property’by speaking of “ one from every 
kind of property ” j ie indicates that the singular number 
in the term ‘ a property,’ occurring in the Sruti, is signi¬ 
ficant ; ‘ set at euse,’ means satisfy. 
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Ji mutavahana and others, howeverj say tliat the equal 
or unequal distribution are determined respectively with 
reference to the consent or not (of the younger brothers,) 
in the passage :—“When there is the consent of the brothers 
by reason of great respect &c., (for the eldest) then there 
may be unequal distribution with specific deductions and 
the like : accordingly equal division alone is observed in 
the world, because persons of the present day (who are 
younger brothers) entertain no great respect (for their 
elders), also because elder brothers deserving of deducted 
allotments are now rare.”—This is, however, not acceptable 
as it is inconsistent with the first half (of Yajnavalkya’s 
text,) because in that case, the sons’ desire alone would be 
the cause ; and the interpretation,—tliat the father’s will 
constitutes another independent mode (of partition)—has, 
however, been previously shewn to bo erroneous. 


1^’ When the father distributes his self-acquired pro* 
perty amongst the sons, he shall himself take two shares. 
This has been declared by Ndrada,—“ The father while 
dividing his own property shall tako two shares.” Also 
Vrihaspati says,—“ If partition takes place in his lifetime, 
the father shall take two shares.” 

It is said by Sankha and Likhita that the father 
takes two shares in case he has an only son ; thus,— “ If 
he be the father of an only son, he shall allot two shares to 
himself.” The author of the Vyavaharaparijata, however, 
has explained the above text, thus ;— Hero the term “ only” 
(ckaj means, excellent; accordingly if the son, being 
accomplished, is capable of acquiring wealth, then on 
separation with him, two shares shall bo taken by tiro father. 

Jimutav&bana, however, has explained the above text 
thus;—“The term ekapuira (rendered above into ‘the 
father of an only son’) signifies, the son of one father, i o 
the true (auras*,) son ; it is not a compound called vahubrihL 
signifying, ‘ the father of an only son’ ; for, as in a vahubrihi 
compound what is principally considered is an object 
different from what the constituent words of such a com¬ 
pound mean, it is not preferrable to a shashfhitatpurusha; 
accordingly the wife s son (fesheiraja) is excluded by ronson 
of his being the son of two fathers : hence a father being 
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a true son (of his own father) shall take two shares out of 
the estate of his own father, but not a father who is kshetraja 
or the wife's son.” 

This is wrong, for in that case this text would refer to 
the estate of the grandfather; but it will be established 
that even a father who is a true son (of his father) is entitled 
to (no more than) a share equal to that of a son, because 
the father and the sons have equal right to the estate of the 
grandfather : accordingly here the vahubrihi compound is 
to be necessarily preferred. 

The author of the Mitakshara, however, has not 
noticed the above text at all. 

Katydyana says,—“ A father takes either a double 
share or a moiety by reason of his acquisition of both son 
and wealth ; and a mother also, if the father be deceased, 
is entitled to a share equal to that of a son.” 

(In commenting) on this text Jlmutavahana says :— 
11 The term pntravittdrjandt (rendered above into ‘ by 
reason of his aquisitiou of both son and wealth’) means, 
from a son’s acquisition of wealth, i. e. , the father is entitled 
to two shares of the wealth acquired even by a son, in the 
same manner as of his self-acquired property : but it does 
not signify, ‘ by reason of the acquisition of both son and 
■wealth;’ for it is admitted that when partition is made with 
brothers, then even one who has not got a son takes two 
shares as the gainer of the wealth; hence it must be affirmed 
(by the adversary to be the meaning of the above text) that 
if any relative exist who is entitled to participate, the 
acquirer takes two shares &c.; but if there be none, he 
takes the whole, But thus the specific mention of father 
and son would be unmeaning, like the singing of a drunkard. 
Besides acquisition is an act causing right of property, 
for it has been declared that ‘ it is a contradiction to say 
that acquisit ion does not produce right of property’; but it 
has been shewn under the topic of the gift of whatever a 
man owns that there can bo no such right over sons; 
hence the term acquisition would be metaphorical in 
regard to sons and literal in respect of wealth j but this 
two-fold moaning of a term once uttered is unreason¬ 
able. Nor can it be argued that the text would be super¬ 
fluous, since the sou’s right to a double share is obtained 
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from the fact of bis being the acquirer, and since the father’s 
right to two shares is also deducible from other texts, 
independently of the above text. For this text is not 
superfluous ; since without this text there is no authority 
for holding that the father is entitled to two shares of his 
son’s wealth.” 

This is not tenable ; for the compound ( putravittarja- 
ndt,) as explained by you, conveys a secondary meaning, 
depending at it does upon the genitive case to be imported, 
and as such, is less reasonable than the conjunctive form 
(maintained by us). As for the objection raised to the 
conjunctive form by the argument (< for it is admitted &c.” ; 
that is extremely incongruous ; for the text does not 
relate to participation &c. by brothers, the father’s pro¬ 
perty being the subject dealt with. Nor can it be contended 
that the term puira “ son” (in the above text) is useless, the 
acquisition of property alone being a sufficient cause for 
taking two shares, because tho term shows the absenco of 
independence (in the son): the purport is, a son too being 
acquired by him like property is dependent, and as such 
can be no obstacle to the taking by the father, of two shares 
of his self-acquired property. As for the objection, u but 
this two-fold meaning &c.” ; that too is not good. For the 
father’s right over the sons too is admitted. It cannot be 
said that this would be contradictory to what is said under 
the topic of the gift of whatever a man owns, tho 
purport of what is said there being against such right of 
the father and others. Because the absence of the gift of 
sons &c. which is concluded in that topic, has been 
established by reason of conflict (of the gift of sons &c.) 
with what is shewn in the Bhashya, to bo the inducement 
(for giving away all that a man owns). It is for this 
reason that the provisions regarding the gift &c. of sons 
and daughters, bear only the primary meaning, they do , 
not convey gift &c. that are secondary, such as making- 
sons &c. dependents of others. 


13. But the appropriation of two shares by a father 
relates to bis sell-acquired property; it has no reference 
to the property acquired by his father. For the father 
and the sons a 1 ’ 6 entitled to equal shares of the graml- 
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father’s estate, since their co-equal ownership therein has 
been ordained by Yajnavalkya in the following text,— 
u The ownership of father and son is, indeed, similar in 
the acquisitions of the grandfather, whether land, any 
settled income or moveables.” 

And the meaning of this text is this :— “ land,” signi¬ 
fies, rice-field and the like ; “ any settled income,” is what 
is given by reason of written grants by kings to the 
following effect,—“ To such and such a person, so many 
betel-leaves or the like shall be given from such and 
such a plantation of betel leaves or orchard of betel-nuts ;” 
“ moveables,” are gold &c.; by the term “ indeed,” it 
is indicated that the ownership of father and son in theso 
is well-known, right accruing by birth alone ; that again is 
“ similar,’.’ i. e., co-equal: hence in respect of the grand¬ 
father’s estate, the sons are not dependent on the father, 
as they are in respect of the father’s self-acquired property; 
consequently partition (of the grandfather’s estate) may 
be made (by the sons) even against the father’s will, and 
the rule regarding the father’s two shares doos not obtain. 

So Vrilmspati has declared,—“ In the property ac¬ 
quired by the grandfather, whether immoveable or move- 
able, the parccnersliip of both father and son is ordained 
to bo co-equal indeed.” 

The author of the Madanaratna says :—The meaning 
is that the father shall take an equal sharo oidy, but not a 
doublo share as in the case of his self-acquired property, 
nor shall adopt the mode of unequal distribution. 

On this, Jimutavahana says :—“ Where of two 
brothers, one dies, while the father is alive, leaving a son, 
and the other brother survives and subsequently the father 
dies; in that case the son alone, by reason of his proximity, 
would Lave inherited the father’s estate, but not the grand¬ 
son whose father is previously deceased, by reason of his 
distance: in order to prevent this, it has been declared 
that ‘ the ownership is similarhence, as the father had 
owneisliip in the grandfather’s estate, so his son too lias: 
there is, however, no distinction by reason of greater or 
less propinquity, both being equally competent to offer 
oblations in the pdrvana mode. This is the purport, 
lienee also a gvoat-ghmdson whose father and grandfather 
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are dead is equally entitled to the estate of the great-grand¬ 
father, for there is no distinction as to the offering of 
oblations. But if the sons had ownership in the grand¬ 
father’s property while the father is alive, then on partition 
by two brothers having sons, their sons too would have been 
entitled to shares by reason of their equal ownership. 
Hence the text (of Yajnavalkya) relates to a grandson 
whose father is dead and not to grandsons generally. Nor 
can it be said that such cannot be the purport of the text, 
as being not the subject premised. Because the case of 
grandsons by different fathers is the subject previously 
proposed. But what is intended to be shown by the 
declaration of the similarity of ownership, is that there 
cannot be unequal distribution by the father at his will, as 
it_ can be in the case of self-acquired property. Thus 
Vishnu says : ‘When a father separates his sons from 
himself, his will regulates the division of the wealth acquired 
oy himself; but in the estate inherited from the grand¬ 
father, the ownership of father and son is co-equal.’ 
Hence as regards self-acquired property, a father may 
separate his sons with unequal allotments; but in the 
grandfather’s estate the ownership being co-equal, the 
father cannot act according to his pleasure. These texts 
being reasonably construed by this interpretation alone, 
the general rule,—that the father’s desire constitutes the 
period of partition, and that the father is entitled to a 
double share,—is not affected (by them). Again, although 
it may be conceded, as is maintained by Dharcsvara, that 
the texts relate even to grandsons whoso father is alive, 
still the object’ is no other than to prevent unequal distri¬ 
bution by the choice of the father ; they do not however 
shew that partition may take plaee at the desire of the 
sons, nor that the father is not entitled to two shares 
When, agreeably to the following text of Vrihaspati viz — 

‘ The eldest by birth, by science, and by good oinlitiAs 
shall obtain a double share of the heritage ; and the rest 
shall share alike : for he is as a father to them,’—a father, 
who delivers U:s atlier trom the lower regions and is the 
eldest by good qualities,--is, on partition with las brothers 
entitled to a double share as being like a father : then it L-> 
not proper on the part of yourself aud the sages, to say 
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tliat the father himself, on partition with his sons does not 
obtain a double share of the estate inherited from the 
grandfather, although it is through him alone that the re¬ 
lation of the sons arises to the grandfather’s property. 
Hence the rule that the father’s desire constitutes the period 
for partition, as set forth in the text, ‘ He may separate 
his sons by bis choice’ and that the father is entitled 
to a double share, as is laid down in the text,— 
‘ shall take two shares,’—is applicable also to the property 
inherited from the grandfather; but it is only the unequal 
distribution amongst the sons, that does not take place at 
his will. Nor can it be said that in the following text, 
viz.,—‘ In the property acquired by the grandfather, 
whether immoveable or moveable the parcener,ship of both 
father and son is ordained to be equal indeed,’—the equality 
of the shares of father and son being clearly declared by 
Vrihaspati, how are two shares for the father obtained in 
this case too ? Because the meaning is that 1 the par- 
cenership,’ i. e., the act of one who distributes is ‘ equal,’ 
that is to say, the father is not, however, entitled to make 
a distribution of greater and less shares at his choice: it 
it does not imply that the shares must bo alike. Or the 
declaration of equal parcenership may be taken to have re¬ 
ference to a father who is the son of two fathers, such as 
the wife's son, since It has been shown that the term cha- 
jmtra in the text,—‘ If he be the father of an only son &c.,’ 
—refers to one who is a true son.” 

This is not acceptable, being opposed to the context. 
Since after ordaining that among grandsons by different 
fathers the allotment of shares is according to the father,— 
It is declared,—“ The ownership of father and son is, 
indeed, similar in the acquisitions of tho grandfather 
whether laud, any settled income, or moveables.”—Now 
hero three doubts arise, namely, whether, when the 
lather is alive, the grandsons have no ownership in the 
grandlathor’s property, or there can he no partition, or part i¬ 
tion can take place only by the choice of the father as in the 
case of his self-acquired property. Hence what the au¬ 
thor of the Mitikshara says, namely, that the latter text 
is ordained only with a view to remove these doubts,—is 
consistent with the proper mode of interpretation. Whero- 
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fore should it be restricted to. the case of grandsons whose 
father is dead? Nor, can it agreeably to ivhat is main¬ 
tained by DMresvara, be said, that the text is intended 
to prevent only unequal distribution by the choice of the 
father, and not the determination of the time for partition 
by the father’s choice, nor his double share, which are 
without distinction applicable to this case. Because 
there is no ground of discrimination (as to what is 
the. intention).—Moreover, the causality of the father’s 
desire, is literal, being expressed by the instrumental case 
in the text, “ may separate hj his choice /” but the deter¬ 
mination, by the father’s desire, of the time for partition, 
is only inferential: it is very strange that when the literal 
causality is prevented by this text, it does not prevent 
tho determination (by the father’s choice) of the time for 
partition—which is inferential. And if the ownership be 
admitted to be co-equal, as you have' taken upon yourself the 
difficulty of admitting it,— then tho causality of the son’s 
desire, and the determination by it, of the time, cannot 
be opposed. 

If it be said,—That the father is entitled to a double 
share by reason of his being the father and not by 
reason of his greater right, nor by reason of his 
being the acquirer ; for (otherwise) that (*. e., the acquirer’s 
double share) being established by the general text of 
Vasishtha, namely ,—“ Whatever anyone of them has him- 
solf acquired, ho is certainly entitled to two shares” (of tho 

same,)— the particular text,—viz.—“ The father.shall 

himself take two shares,”—would bo useless ; therefore in 
the same way as, by virtue of special toxts, he is, by reason 
of his being the eldest son, entitled to two shares of the pro¬ 
perty acquired by his father, so likewise is the father, 
of tho property inherited from tho grandfather: hence 
in our opinion the father, is entitled to a double share 
even of the property acquired by a son. 

(The answer is,) true but the text which ordains co- 
cquality ot Tight, and which is applicable without restric¬ 
tion, is against tnat (conclusion). 

That the father is not-entitled to a doublo share of 
tho property acquired by a son, has been already established 
by impugning the meaning assigned by you, to tho text 
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cited bj you, namely, putravittarjanat. Nor can it be said, 
that even if a double share cannot be deduced from that 
text, still the father’s double share in the property acquired 
by a son, follows from the general text itself. For (in 
that case), the specification of the acquisition of the pro¬ 
perty as the reason thereof,—would become meaningless. 
Nor can it be argued that that part of the text which spe¬ 
cifies the roason, is merely illustrative, otherwise there 
would be no use of this special text inasmuch as a double 
share by reason of acquisition is established by the very 
text of Vasishtha. Since, as the double share of the son, 
by reason of his being the acquirer, is not prohibited in 
that text, therefore although the father bo entitled to two 
shares by reason of his being the father, still the result 
would be the equality of shares; but the father’s share 
does not become greater than the son’s share, as you 
contend, for there is no express text to that effect. 

As for the impropriety mentioned in the passage, 
“ Moreover <&c.” ; that is nothing. For there can be no 
question of propriety as to the equality ordained by a text 
of law : neither can impropriety be avoided by you, (for 
you say) the eldest is entitled to two shares by reason of 
Ills being the eldest, and the father is so entitled by reason 
of ],is being the father, hence follows the equality (of the 
father) with the eldest son. 

14. It appears, however, from the following text of 
Katyayana, cited in the Madanaratna, that the participa¬ 
tion of equal sbaresby all the brothers, and by the father and 
sons, is the preferable mode:—“When the parents and 
the brothers take in equal shares, all sorts of properties, 
such a partition is declared to be lawful.”—Accordingly, 
Yogisvara has employed the term “ all” in the text, “ or 
all may bo equal sharers,” otherwise he would have said 
“ or shall make the sons equal sharers.” 

15- liut with reference to a co parcener who is capa- 
i'ble of maintaining himself by his own exertion and does 
not wish to tube a share of the paternal property &o., it is 
said by Mann ;—“ If any one of the brethren having a com¬ 
petence by liis own exertion, feels no desire for the beri- 
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i nirp i 1Q m ay be debarred from his share by giving him 
something in lieu of maintenance.” So Yajnavjlkya 
" s ._a^phe separation of one who is able to support him¬ 

self and is not desirous (of taking his share) is to be 
effected by giving him something.”—“ May be debarred,” 
si unifies, may be made to have no concern (with the 
property); the same is the meaning of the term “ separa¬ 
tion” (in Yajnavalkya’s text); “ by giving him something, 
means, by giving him anything, even a trifle, as a sign ot 
partition : and this is to be done for the purpose of prevent¬ 
ing his sons from claiming the inheritance. 

Halayudha, however, has in order to make the above 
text of Manu correspond with the following text of Isaiada, 
viz.,— “ He who being employed in the management of the 
affairs of the family, performs its business, is to bo honoied 
by the brethren with food, raiment and conveyance,”— 
assumed the reading su nirvdtyas and has explained the 
meaning to be,—his share is to be made up by the brethren 
Avho have taken their shares, by deducting wealth from the 
share of each. But this is to be rejected; because the 
term “ feels no desire” would become meaningless, and 
because it is improper to assume a reading which is not 
noticed by the commentators such as Medhatitln: and 
because the other reading is consistent with the clear 
declaration (in Yajnavalkya’s text) of “ separation. 

The author of the Prakasa, however, has, even 
adopting the correct reading (mrv&syasj , explained the text 
of Manu in the following wav If any one of the co- 

sharers who are engaged in the acquisition of wealth, do 
not through negligence or laziness, * feel desire /. e., co¬ 
operate, i. e., render any assistance, although having 
competence,’ *. capable of rendering assistance ‘by bis 
own exertion,’ *. e., by bis co-operation, he should bo 
debarred from bis share, i. e., from the wealth acquired by 
the others’ own exertion, ‘ by giving him something id 
]- eu 0 f maintenance,’ i. c., by allowing him to participate 
in the capital alone.” This is not reasonable; because 
the term u although ’ (api) is to be imported, and because 
tf--meaning which is consistent with the text of Yogfsvnm, 
docs most clearly appear, and because tho interpretation 
put by you depends upon a different text. 
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16. Katyayana says:—“ When one himself dies 
unseparated, his son who has not received maintenance 
from the grandfather, shall be made participator of the 
heritage; he is to get, however, the paternal share from 
the uncle or uncle’s son : the very same share shall equi¬ 
tably belong to all the brothers: or his son also shall 
get: afterwards cessation (of succession) takes place.” 

“ One himself,” signifies, a brother,—“ his son,” the 
brother’s son ; “ maintenance,” means share ; the question 
occurring, — 4 what short of share is he to get ■ it is said, 
“ the paternal share “ his son,” intends the great-grand¬ 
son of the person whose estate is divided, because the 
e of a grandson is considered; “ aft '> /, c ., 

after his son, 44 cessation” i. e., cessation of succession takes 
place; the meaning is that the great-grandson’s son is 
not entitled to any share. 

Accordingly also Devala says: —“Partition of heri¬ 
tage among undivided parceners and second partition 
among divided parceners dwelling together, extends to the 
fourth in descent : this is the settled law.” —The meaning 
is that partition of heritage extends to the fourth degree 
counting from the proprietor. This rule is alike applicable 
if divided coparceners dwell together after re-union, by 
reason of the expression “ dwelling together.” 

The term “ the paternal share” being used by Katya- 
yana, it is indicated that the allotment of shares is to be 
according to the fathers. Accordingly Yajnavalkya says t 

_<* Among grandsons by different fathers the allotment 

of shares Is according to the fathers.” — The meaning is 
this:—The right by birth of grandsons to the estate 
of the grandfather is not distinguishable from that of 
the sons; hence although it is proper that the grand¬ 
sons who are alike to the sons, should have a share equal 
to that of a son ;—still their share being adjusted through 
their hither, they are entitled to the shares of their 
fathers respectively ; the participation, however in the 
grandfather’s property is not with reference to them¬ 
selves. What is intended is this:—If unseparated bro¬ 
thers die leaving sons, and the number of sons be un¬ 
equal, one leaving two sons, and others three, four &c., 
the two shall take the share of their father by dividing 
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it into two; the three, four &'e. also shall take the share 
of their fathers by dividing the same into three, four &c. re¬ 
spectively : but the distribution of the grandfather’s estate 
is not to be made according to the number of grandsons. 
In the same way when some of the brothers are alive, and 
the others die leaving sons, then the surviving brothers 
shall take their own shares, and the sons of the others 
shall take the shares of their fathers respectively: this dis¬ 
tinction is based upon the authority of the texts. Hence 
this text indicating as it does, the case of similar co-heirs 
(i. e., the case of grandsons only) is superfluous. Un¬ 
equal distribution with specific deductions also is based 
upon the authority of texts. But equal participation 
which follows from the co-equality of ownership has been 
superfluously laid down by tho texts. 

17. Whatever property of the grandfather was lost by 
theft or the like, but has been recovered by the father, 
therein the grandsons participate, only by tho choice of 
the father, in the same way as in the property acquired 
by the father. This has been declared by Manu,—But 
if a father recovers his paternal property, which was not re¬ 
covered before, lie shall not, if unwilling, share that property 
with his sons, (like what is) acquired by himself.” 

The term “ acquired by himself” is to bo construed 
by supplying the term “ like what is”; or it may be con¬ 
strued in this way,—because that property passed from 
tho grandfather, and was recovered by him alone, honco 
it became as it were his self-acquired property ; tho term 
“ if unwilling” shows that it is by tho choice of the father 
alone and not by the choice of the sous, that partition takes 
place of such property although inherited from tho grand¬ 
father. 

Likewise there is another passage of law :_“ What¬ 

ever property of the grandfather was taken away, but has' 
been recovered by the father by his own exertion, and 
whatever has been acquired by means of science hero- 
ism, therein the rather s ownership is ordained; he may 
at his pleasin' 6 ; make a gdt oi it or allow partition to bo 
made of such property; but in his absence, tho sous are 
pronounced to he equal sharers.” 
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£< Taken away,” i. e ., wrongfully taken possession of 
by strangers ; the meaning is, that it was not recovered by 
the grandfather but was recovered by the father: the 
meaning of the expression “ by his own exertion,” is, 
without the use of the grandfather’s property ; but if it 
be recovered by means of the grandfather’s property, then 
the father obtains two shares on account of his being the 
acquirer by reason of the text of Yrihaspati, namely,— 
“Among these, he who acquires himself, shall get only two 
shares.” And this is to be construed also with what is 
acquired by means of science &c. ; but this will bo (here¬ 
after) stated at length. 

The substance of what is intended in the above text 
is this:—Although the ownership of the sons and the 
grandsons in the property of the father and the grandfather 
arises by birth alone, still by reason of the texts previously 
cited, the sons being dependent on the father, with respect 
to the father’s self-acquired property, and the father being 
entitled to superiority on account of his being the acquirer, 
the sons must give their assent to the disposal by the 
father of his self-acquired property excepting land and 
slaves, by reason of the previously cited text, namely,— 
“Immoveables and bipeds &c.” With respect to the grand¬ 
father’s property, however, there is also the power of forbid¬ 
ding (any disposal by the father); but with inspect to 
property which was not recovered by the grandfather but 
lias been recovered by the father, the sons are certainly 
dependent on the father’s will, although the property be the 
grandfather’s; but as regards gems, pearls &c., though 
inherited from the grandfather, the father alone has inde¬ 
pendence by reason of the previously cited texts, namely, 
—“ The father is master of all the gems, pearls, and corals 
&c.” 


I S. Jirmitavaliana says :—“ When partition is made 
by the brothers after the demise of the father, then as 
regards the paternal estate too, it should take place after 
the demise of both the parents, since the demise of the 
laimr as well as of the mother is mentioned (in the text 
of Maun). The opinion of the author of the Sangraha, 
that the demise of the mother refers to the maternal 
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property is not, however, to be preferred ; because there 
is no authority to support the supposition that the term 
‘paternal’ is the result of the uni-residual conjunctive 
compound, signifying, belonging to the parents. And 
because, if this be taken to be a provision regarding par¬ 
tition of the mother’s estate, then there would be tautolo¬ 
gy, since partition of the mother’s estate lias been 
subsequently declared (by Manu) in the text,—‘ But when 
the mother is dead, let all the uterine brothers and the 
uterine sisters equally divide the maternal estate.’—Yaj- 
navalkya also has, in the following text, namely,—‘ Let 
sons divide equally the effects and the debts, after the 
death, of both parents : but daughters share the residue of 
their mother’s property after payment of her debts ; and 
the (male) issue, in default of daughters;’—declared the 
partition of the mother’s estate in the passage, ‘ but 
daughters &c.’ And the construction intended (of the 
first part of this text) is not that ‘ Let sons divide the 
effects of both parents,’—but that ‘ after the demise of 
both parents’: it is, however, by implication that the 
relation, namely,—‘ the effects and debts of the father,' —is 
obtained, because in the latter part the partition of the 
mother’s effects and debts has been mentioned. Accor¬ 
dingly m the previously cited text of Sankha and Likinta, 
namely,—‘ Since the support of the family depends on 
the wealth, the sons are not independent When the father 
is alive, as also while the mother is so,'—the meaning 
expressed by the portion ‘ as also while the mother is so,’ 
is, that tho uterine brothers are not independent of the 
mother, and aro-not entitled to effect partition even while 
she is alive. Hence also in the text of Vyasa, namely,— 

‘ For brothers, a common abode is ordained so long as 
both the parents are alivo : if separated after their demise, 
the religious merit of them increases,’—separation being 
prohibited by the injunction regarding the common abodiy 
and partition being prohibited in the lifetime of the hither 
and the mother, the association ot their lives is not inten¬ 
ded by the P assa g e > ‘ while the parents are alive’: hence 
if any one of the parents be living, partition is not lawful; 
but it is so, when both are gone to rest. 
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“ Also in the text of Vrihaspati, namely ,— 1 On the 
demise of the parents, partition among brothers is allowed, 
and even while they are both living, it is right if the 
mother be past child-bearing,’—since partition during the 
lifetime of the mother who is past child-bearing, cannot be 
relative to the mother’s property, and since the very parti¬ 
tion which is mentioned to take place after the demise of 
both parents, and which is referred to by the particle ‘ even’ 
in the passage ‘ even while they are both living’—is pro¬ 
nounced to bo right; therefore it is ascertained that the 
partition among brothers after the death of the parents is 
relative to the father’s estate alone. 

“ Accordingly Vyasa propounds that if partition takes 
place in the lifetime of the mothers, it is to be made 
according to the mothers :— £ If there be sons of one man, 
by different mothers, but equal in number and alike 
by class, a distribution among the mothers is approved.’ 
—Likewise \ rihaspati ordains,—‘ If there be many sprung 
from one, alike in number and class, but born of rival 
mothers, then according to law, partition should be made 
by them, by distribution amongst the mothers.’—Since there 
is not in reality any difference in the shares of (the differ¬ 
ent sets of) the half brothers, for they are equal in number 
and in class, hence the provision of allotment of shares to 
the mothers refers to the superiority of the mothers. And the 
purport is, that this is not a partition among the sons, but 
the partition is to be made avowing it to be one among 
the mothers. Therefore as in the mothers property, so 
in this case also, the separation of the sons from each other 
is not lawful in the lifetime of the mother. Hence what is 
said by Gautama and other sages, namely ,— i In partition 
there is increase of religious merit,’—must be understood 
to refer to one after the demise of the mother.” 

This has already been refuted on the ground that 
some spiritual object will have to be assumed, if it be held 
that the mother’s death has reference to paternal property. 

As lor what, has been said, namely,—that the term “pa¬ 
ternal” has no reference to the mother’s property, because 
there is no authority for considering it to be the result 
of the uni-residual conjunctive compound, and because 
there would l Jt; tautology;—that again is unreasonable. 
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Because for fear of the objection of assuming some spiritual 
object it cannot but be admitted that the term is the result 
of the uni-residual conjunctive compound ; the objection of 
tautology, however, is not consistent with reason, for the 
injunction regarding tile partition of maternal property 
may rightly, be taken to be a repetition with a view to lay 
down particular rules. 

As-for the text of Yfijnavalkya, the author of the 
Mftakshara construes it tints, “Let the sons divide the 
effects of the father and the mother ;” lie has removed the 
objection of tautology by. introducing the latter half thus, 
“ The sage states -an exception in regard to the mother’s 
separate property” ; and he has',—r-aftcr explaining the 
text, “ and the issue succeeds on their default,” thus, “ In 
default of daughters, the issue, i. e., the son and the like, 
shall take the mother’s Wealth 'after payment of debts,” 
—said,—“ Although this is established by the first part of 
.the text, naniely,—‘ Let the sons divide equally the effects 
and the debts, after the,demise, ‘of th{y v pareuts,’—still it is 
again declared for'the sdk'e of g'r.eater perspicuity.” 

Nor can'it be argued that let this only be the con¬ 
struction here, namely, “ a'fter the demise-of the parents 
the terms “ the effects and the debts” become by implica¬ 
tion connected with “ father’s”, since in the latter half, the 
partition of’the mother’s estate is ordained; and thus the 
portion,—“ the issue succeeds on their default”—does not 
become an useless repetition. Because, the terms “ the 
effects and tlio debts” implying as they do, relation to 
some person, the question occurs who is that person, conse¬ 
quently tlio construction of these terms with the term “ of 
the parents” which occurs in the same sentence—is prefer- 
rable to the construction of these terms with tlio term 
« of the father”, which is to be known by implication after 
the perusal of the whole verse; and it is proper even to admit, 
as a consequence of such a construction, that the portion, 
n the issue succeeds on then default, —is a mere repeti¬ 
tion. According to the opinion ot those, however, who 
explain the term , issue to mean, the issue of the daughter, 
i. e. } the daughter s son, there can be no fear whatever 
of that portion being a useless repeti tion. All this will bo 
dwelt upon ftt ] cn fedh when the partition of womans pro- 
pert;// will be discussed. 




VIRAMITRODAYA. 



<SL 

[Chap. II. Pt. I. 


The absence of independence in the lifetime of the 
mother, as ordained by Sankha and Likhita, may certain¬ 
ly be reconciled by supposing it to be intended to extol 
the veneration due to the mother, or to refer to her pro- 
perty. 

Also the text of Vydsa, namely, —“ For brothers &c.,” 
—merely lays down that during the joint lives of both the 
parents, the common abode is approved ; neither is there 
any defect in considering that the association of their lives 
is intended by the phrase, “while both the parents are alivo.” 
But, in fact, the joint abode is preferable also after the 
demise of the parents by reason of the text “ The eldest 
alone shall take the entire property &c-.,” and partition is 
calculated to increase religious merit, and religious duties 
such as the five great sacrifices must be performed even 
while the mother is alive, hence for the purpose of increas¬ 
ing it, partition is certainly proper. 

As to what has been said, namely, “ Also in the text of 
Vrihaspati,—‘ On the demise of parents’ &c., since partition 
during the lifetime of the mother who is past child-bearing 
Ac.,”—the answer is : By the first half (of the text) it is 
declared that the common abode is preferable while both 
parents are alive, and that partition takes place after 
their demise; therefore the meaning (of the latter half) is, 
that inasmuch as there is a possibility of the birth of other 
sons if the mother be not past child-bearing, and the dissi¬ 
pation of the means of their support is censured by the 
text,—“ Those that are born and those that are not yet 
begotten &c.,”—but that it is not possible if the mother be 
past child-bearing, therefore partition is approved just as 
when the father’s affections become extinct: that being so, 
the mother being past child-bearing, there is no possibility 
of the birth of daughters who are entitled to her wealth (in 
preference to sons), therefore the sons may, by her choice, 
divide her wealth also ; hence this text may relate also to 
maternal property. Therefore the objection is nothing. 

As h.r what has been said in the texts of VySsa and 
\ nhnspat'ij namely, that partition by half brothers is to bo 
jnaf c n a distribution amongst the mothers ;—that is not 
against my opinion. Since, just as by virtue of the texts, 
like- A person with his family shall not be independent 
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while the parents are alive,”——the dependence on the father 
and mother continues even after partition, so likewise by 
virtue of the above texts, (the half brothers) shall, as long 
as the mothers are alive, remain obedient to their orders, 
thinking the partition to be as between the mothers only. 
IIow from this can it follow, that there is no right to the 
partition of the paternal property while the mother is alive ? 
There is no use in enlarging upon the subject. 


19. As in the case of partition during the lifetime of 
the father, the father is to make his wives equal sharers 
with his sons, so also in the case of partition after his 
demise the sons are to make them partakers of shares equal 
to those of themselves : this has been ordained by Yajna- 
valkya,—“ The mother also, of those effecting partition 
after the demise of the father, shall get an equal share.”— 
If stridkanam has not been given (to her): when it has 
been given, then it is ordained that a half share shall be 
allotted. Notwithstanding, the term “ half” hero does not 
signify a moiety (or equal division); but what is intended 
is, that so much shall be given which (together with her 
stridkanam) will make her an equal sharer with a sun. 

The term “ mother” which signifies the parent does 
not include a step-mother also; for the term mother which 
has been once used (in the text) cannot reasonably convey 
two meanings one of which is primary and the other 
secondary. 

From the following text of Vyslsa, namely ,—“ The 
father’s sonless wives, however, shall be made equal sharers ; 
as also the paternal grandmothers, for they are declared to 
be equal to mothers ;”—and from the use of tho term 
“ wives” in the text of Yogisvara (§ 10), it follows that, in 
partition during the lifetime of the father, all his wives 
without distinction aro entitled to equal shares with the 
sons ; for the terms “ son” and “ wife” convey meanings m 
correlation with “ father,” hence there can be no objection 
of their bearing piimary and secondary meaniugs. liut in 
partition after the demise of the father, it is effected by 
the sons, and the term mother which appears to be used in 
correlation to them cannot, by reason of the variableness 
in its meaning? imply a step-mother also j therefore those 
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only who are mothers of sons, are entitled to shares equal¬ 
ly with their own sons. But those who are sonless are 
entitled to food and raiment only, like the wives’ of copar¬ 
ceners who are undivided or re-united. And this is rea¬ 
sonable, since the father is independent in partition during 
his lifetime, and the sons are independent in partition 
after his demise; and since this appears to be the intention 
of the use of. the term “ mother” and the term “ wife.” It 
is also reasonable that those who are destitute of sons are 
entitled-Only to maintenance. This appears to bo the 
intention of various commentaries. 

That all the wives of the father, whether sonless or 
having sons, are entitled to shares equally with the sons, 
even in partition after the father’s demise—appears to be 
the opinion of the learned author of the Mitakshara ; since 
he inti’oduces the text of Ydjnavalkya, namely “The 
mothers also of those effecting partition after the demise 
&c.,”—with these remarks “ It has been ordained that 
the wives are entitled to shares equally with the son^ in 
partition during the lifetime of the father, now the sage 
declares that the wives are entitled to shares equally with 
the sons in partition after the demise of the father.” 

Accordingly also the author of the Madanaratna says:— 
a The use of the term mother indicates also the sonless 
step-mothers, as also the paternal grandmothers, agreeably 
to the text of Vyasa,—‘ The father’s sonless wives &c.’ ” 

The following seems to be the intention of the authors 
of the Mitakshara and the Madanaratna :—And this is con¬ 
sistent with reason, since otherwise, in the phrase “ father’s 
wives,” (in Vy(isa’s text) the use of the term father, the 
correlative of son,—would be useless. Had the participation 
of equal shares with the sons, referred to the partition in 
the lifetime of the father, then the term “ mothers” would 
have been used instead of “ the father’s wives.” Hence it 
follows that it is only in consequence of their being the wives 
of the father, that they get equal shares with the sons, 
whether the partition takes place iu the lifetime of the 
father or after his demise. 

But if the genitive case in the, term “ father’s” (in 
Vyksa’s text) ha held to be used to denote the agent, 
then what is n (timed (in tho text of Vyasa) amounts to 
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tkig_<< The wives are equal sharers in partition made by 

the father ,” and it follows by implication that the term 
“ wives” stands in correlation with him ; hence it is propel' 
to say that this text relates only to partition in the lifetime 
of the father. But in Y&jnavalkya’s text the term mother 
cannot properly refer to the parent as well as to the step¬ 
mother ; and for its correlative the term sons occurs sug¬ 
gested by the term mother itself; therefore in order that the 
term mother may have its primary meaning it is proper that 
it should imply the parent alone. This is also the practice 
of the learned. This is here reasonable; this ought to be 
accepted : there is no use in dilating upon the matter. 

Vrihaspati ordains:—' “ After his death, however, the 
mother fjanan'i) or the daughter gets an equal share.” 
Here by the context the term “ his” means, the father’s. 

20. If at the time when the father is dead, any of 
the brothers be uninitiated, then after having performed 
their initiation at the charge of whole estate, the residue 
shall be divided according to shares. Thus Yajnavalkya 
sa y s; — “ The uninitiated ought to be initiated by the 
brothers who have been previously initiated.” —From the 
mention of the term “by the brothers,” it appears that 
“ the uninitiated” brothers are intended. The mere pro¬ 
vision that they ought to be initiated, having no concern 
with the subject of the Partition of Heritage, what is inten¬ 
ded is,—at the charge of the whole estate. Accordingly 
Vyasa says :—“ Those, however, among them, that are un¬ 
initiated shall be initiated by the elder brothers, out of 
the patrimony j so also the maiden daughters according to 

Narada declares the necessity of the initiation of the 
uninitiated, although no wealth of the father exists, thus :— 
“ If no wealth of the father exists, the initiation must, with¬ 
out fail, be made by brothers already initiated contributing 
funds out of their own shares.” 

21. The marriage of unmarried sisters also is neces¬ 
sary. there be P aternal . Property, then shares also are 
to be allotted to them. This is ordained by Y&jnavalkya, 

_ a The sisters also, giving (them) a fourth part from 

one’s own share.' The passage “ uninitiated ought to bo 
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initiated” (occurring in the previous text § 20) is to be con¬ 
strued with this text. Manusays: —“ To the maiden 
daughters, however, let the brothers give separately irom 
their own shares ; (they) shall be degraded, if unwilling to 
give a fourth part from every one’s share.” 

In the Ratnakara and the Chintamani it has been 
explained that, here the meaning of both the texts (of 
Manu and Ydjnavalkya) is not that to each of the sisters is 
to be given by all the brothers a fourth part of every one’s 
own allotted share; for in that case she who lias many 
brothers would get much wealth, and a brother who has 
many sisters would be deprived of everything ; therefore 
what is intended, is only the allotment of so much property 
as is sufficient tor marriage. And in support of their view 
the following text of Vishnu is set forth :— “ The mar¬ 
riage of the maiden daughters, however, shall be effected 
according to the estate.” 

This is not reasonable. Since it cannot properly be 
said that in neither of the texts the allotment of shares is 
intended; and since the sin for refusal to allot shares has 
been mentioned as distinguished from the sin for non-per¬ 
formance ot marriage ; otherwise, also the declaration ot 
sin for refusal to givo (shares) in the text, 1 shall bo 
degraded if unwilling to give,”—would have to be inter¬ 
preted to intend sin for non-performance of marriage. 

For this reason Medh&tithi and the author of the 
Mitakshara and others have explained the texts thus:— 
The ablative case in the terms “ from one’s own, share” 
(nijndmsdtj and “ from every one’s share” fsvdtavadansatj 
is, however used in the stead ot a participle undeistood , 
that being so, the meaning is having-regard-to that (i. e. 
“ one’s own share” and “ every one’s share.”) Hence, to 
a maiden daughter shall be allotted a fourth part of such a 
sliare as is assignable to a son of the same class with her. 
Accordingly the following meaning is deduced : if the 
maiden bo (laughter of a Br&hmanf, her share is the quarter 
part of what will be stated hereafter to be the allotment 
for a son !y a JjrfUunanf wife; similarly also if the maiden 
be daughter of a Kshatriyi or the like. For instance if a 
J3r&hmaiu is the only wife of any person, and she has one 
gon and one daughter; then dividing the whole paternal 
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property into two parts, and subdividing one such part into 
four shares, lie shall give one such share to the sister, c :nd 
himself take the residue. Similarly if there be two sons 
and one maiden daughter, then dividing the entire pro¬ 
perty into three parts, and sub-dividing one such part into 
four shares, one such share shall be given to tho sister, and 
the remainder shall be divided by the two brothers, 
according to shares. But if there be one son and two 
maiden daughters, then dividing the "property into three 
parts and subdividing one such part into four shares, and 
allotting two shares to the two maiden daughters, the rest 
shall be taken by him. Similarly when the brothers and 
sisters are of the same class, whether their number is equal 
(or unequal), it is to be understood that in all cases the sis¬ 
ters are entitled to get a quarter of the share assignable to 
a brother of the same class. But if there be one son by a 
Br&hmanf wife and one daughter by a Kshatriya wife, 
then dividing the paternal property into seven parts and 
subdividing the three parts which would be the allotment for 
a s6n by a Kshatriya wife into four shares, and giving one 
such share to the daughter of the Kshatriya wife, the son 
of the Br&hmani wife shall take the residue. But when 
there are two sons' by the Brdhmanf wife and one daughter 
by the Kshatriya wife, then the paternal estate is to be 
divided into eleven parts; and the three parts which 
would be assignable to a son by a Kshatriya wife, must be 
subdivided into four shares ; and giving one such share to 
the daughter of the Kshatriyd, the two sons of the Brali- 
raanf shall take the whole of the rest dividing the same. It 
must be similarly understood in any ease of equal or un¬ 
equal number of brothers and sisters dissimilar in caste. 

Also Vishnu says : —“ Mothers are entitled to shares 
according to the shares of the sons; also the maiden 
daughters, according to the shares of the sons: as the sons 
are entitled to four shares, or three, or two, or one, according ' 
to the classes, so are the wives of the same class.” Here by 
the passage “ the maiden daughters are entitled to shares 
according to the shares of the sons,” although it appears 
that the daughters are entitled to all the shares, namely 
four &c (equally with the sons of tho same class ;) still 
because Manu aud Yogfsvara have declared the allotment 
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(to them) of a fourth part of a share in the passages “ from 
one’s own share,” and “ from every one’s share,” therefore 
the accordance with the shares of the sons is to be under¬ 
stood in that way only ; but they are not entitled to shares 
equal to those of the brothers of the same class. Thus 
there is no conflict. 

Vrihaspati distinctly says:—“ The mothers, however, 
are equal sharers with them, and the maiden daughters are 
entitled to a quarter share.” This is approved also by 
KAty^yana, for he says:—“ For unmarried daughters, a 
fourth share is intended, and for the sons, three shares: 
but equality is ordained if the property bo small.” The 
meaning, however, of the passage “ but equality &c.” is 
thi s; —if there be not paternal property even sufficient 
for marriage, then the daughters are entitled to shares 
equally with the sons. 

Also the text of Vishnu, namely, “ The marriage of 
the maiden daughters, &c.,” (para. 2)—is not opposed to 
the explanation given by Medhatithi and others. The 
marriage of the unmarried daughters of the father, i. e. of 
their own sisters shall be performed according to wealth. 
By this, only the necessity of marriage is ordained, but 
not the giving or not giving of shares. 

The author of the Smritichandrikii, however, has, 
in accordance with the following text of Devala, namely, 

_“ And to the maiden daughters shall be given the 

father’s wealth, (and) nuptial property”—held that pro¬ 
perty sufficient for marriage is to be allotted; his intention 
is that the qualifying term “ nuptial” in the passage “ nup¬ 
tial property” would otherwise become meaningless. 

What we say here is this. The passage “To the 
maiden daughters, shall be given paternal wealth,” consti¬ 
tutes a distinct injunction; and that consists only of a 
fourth part, according to Manu and others. And the 
portion “ nuptial property,” forms a different injunction, 
being in accordance with the following text of Sankha;— 
“ When the heritage is divided, a maiden daughter gets 
the ornaments and nuptial stridhanam .” And this text of 
Sanklia has been explained by the venerable Vidydranya 
in bis commentary on the Institutes of Parasara, thus :— 
“ At the time of partition of the paternal estate, a maiden 
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daughter gets also the ornaments put on by her, as is 
declared by Sanklia.” But if the meaning (of the text of 
Devala) were that “ the fatlier’s wealth” which is “ nup¬ 
tial” i. e. so much as is sufficient for marriage, shall be 
given to the maiden daughters ; then the term “ property” 
would he superfluous. Therefore it is reasonable to sup¬ 
pose that here are two distinct injunctions. 

This text (of Devala,) however, is read by the author 
of the D&yatattva, thus,—“ To the maiden daughters shall 
be given nuptial property from the father’s wealth.” It is 
to be observed that in this reading too, the explanation 
given by us deserves to be preferred, so that this text may 
have tlie same meaning with tho text of Sanklia; it does 
not however intend that property sufficient for marriage is 
to be given. 

Now although, sometimes the term u sister” and some¬ 
times tlie term “ maiden daughter &c.” are used in the texts 
of Manu and others, still it is to bo held that the subject 
being the partition by brothers, they convey the same 
meaning by interpreting the term “ sister” to be used in 
correlation with the brothers, and the term “ daughter,” in 
correlation with their father. 

Hence in partition after the demise of the father, the 
(maiden) sisters are entitled to get shares out of the pater¬ 
nal property ; and not that they are only to b§ disposed 
of in marriage. But if (partition takes place) previously 
(to the father’s decease) they get only whatever the father 
gives, for there is no particular text regarding the point. 

But Jtmutaviihana says :—Since Manu and Ydj naval - 
kya have respectively declared “ let the brothers give” and 
‘■'■giving a fourth part,” therefore the sisters are not to take 
the fourth part, under the impression that they have a 
r i<rht thereto : certainly it is never said that let one brother 
qTvc from his own share to another brother, what the latter 
has a right to get; similarly (is to be understood) also the 
giving of a fourth part. The brothers incur moral guilt, 
if they refuse to give j but the sister has no right to compel 

This is not reasonable. For this conclusion does not 
follow from what is merely a variety of expression, just as 
in the texts,—“ He may separate the sons by his choice” 
and giving deductions to the eldest” and the like. 
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As for what he has said again, namely ,— 1 “ Since m 
the text of Narada,— 1 Of those whose forms of initiation 
have not been regularly performed by the father, these 
ceremonies must be completed by the brothers out o ie 
patrimony,’ — the pronoun ‘ whose’ (yeshdnij is usedm ie 
masculine gender ; and since immediately after this text, 
is commenced the following text,—' It no wealth of the 
father exists Ac.,’ therefore the text refers only to the 
initiation of a brother. Hence, when there is paternal 
property then since the necessity ot the sister s marriage 
appears from the texts of Manu and other sages, therefore 
the intention is that only so much property as is sufficient 
for marriage shall be given.” • 

That is to be rejected ; for the necessity of the sister s 
marriage appears from other texts. 1 hus in the text, 

“ The father, the paternal grandfather, a brother, a kins¬ 
man fsakuhja) the mother likewise; on failure of the first 
among these the next in order who is of sane mind is the 
giver °of a girl in marriage ; and omitting to dispose of the 
girl in marriage becomes guilty of causing miscarriage m . 
every course” -Yogisvara declares that a brother too tail¬ 
ing to perform the ceremony of a sister’s marriage becomes 
guilty of causing miscarriage. Hence because the text ot 
Nurada is also based upon the same foundation with Yogts- 
vara’s text, it is proper to admit that the terms whose 
fue&hdmj and “ of those” fleshdmj are in the genitive case 
in the neuter gender, by reason of the rule that neuter 
gender is to bo used when both the sexes are intended 
and by reason of the rule that a term is to be taken 
in its widest acceptance; or that the terms are the 
results of the uni-residual conjunctive compound of dissimi- 


lar terms, . c \r * 

The author of the Madanaratna reads a text ot Vn- 

hasput , tlnisr ,— il Fho younger brothers, liowevei, who 
may bo uninitiated, shall be initiated by the elder ones out 
of tlio common paternal property’ 7 —-intending that the 
term yuMytinas u younger 55 (in later Sanskrit yabiydnscis) 
is used in the Vedic form ; and explains it thus,—the term 
(i brother." j lS illustrative, it includes the sisters also. 

H ore again it is to be understood that the maiden 
daughters uvo intended by reason of association with 
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initiation, and because the adjective “ unmarried” is 
mentioned in the text (of Katyayana),—“ For unmarried 
daughters &c.”: hence the maiden sisters alone get a 
quarter share, the others get some trifle out of propriety. 
This will be explained in detail while treating of the 
mother’s property. 


22. Of immoveable property, whether ancestral or 
self-acquired, the father may make gift and the like only 
with the consent of the sons, by reason of the text previ¬ 
ously cited, viz.,—“ Immoveables and bipeds although 
acquired by a man himself, shall not bo gifted away or 
sold without the consent of all the sons.” By the passage 
“although acquired by a man himself” it is a fortiori 
shewn that the consent of the sons is indispensable in (the 
disposal of) ancestral property. But in case of distress of 
the whole family, any member is competent, even without 
the consent of the i - est, to make a sale, gift or the like 
(disposal) of immoveable property, since the support of 
the family is indispensably necessary, by reason of the 
following text,—“Even a single coparcener may make a 
gift, mortgage or sale of immoveable property at a time ot 
danger, for a family purpose and especially for religious 
purposes.”—By “ religious purposes ” are intended, indis¬ 
pensable religious ceremonies such as the sr&ddha ot tho 
lather. 

But a passage of law runs as follows:—“Separated 
or unseparated kinsmen are equal in respect of immove¬ 
able property; for in both cases one member is incompe¬ 
tent to make a gift, mortgage or sale —which is to be 
interpreted in this -way. Although the nieompetency 
without the consent of tlie others, is settled by reason of 
the co-equality of ownership, in joint property, of 
undivided coparceners, still the same is here particularly 
mentioned in respect of immoveable property for the 
purpose of extolling its worth. But as regards the separated 
coparceners, what is said in this text is for the purpose of 
f acility of proof in case of dispute 5 for if, at a future time, 
the question arises whether the family is separated or 
undivhied, then in that case, the fact of partition must be 
made out by the evidence of witnesses or the likej because 
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otherwise the gift or the like of joint property would bo 
invalid. But if there be consent of the other co-sharers, 
the transaction is valid, independently of partition. Noi 
can it be said that let the ownership of even the separated 
coparceners be, as is ordained by this text, common 
in immoveable property. For then it would follow that 
partition (of immoveable property) takes place for some 
ultra-mundane purpose. Hence the validity of the gift 
or the like, as regards its essence, may be established 
gygn m the absence of the consent ot the other co-sharers j 
and the determination of the dispute can take place on 
proof of partition. (The consent of the separated co¬ 
sharers is) like the consent of the village-men and the con¬ 
sent of the headman of the village, as in the text, — “ Land 
passes by six formalities : by the consent of (the owner) 
himself, of the village-men, of kinsmen, of the headman of 
the village, and of heirs, and by gift of gold and water.” 
But the consent of the headman is also for the purpose of 
preventing boundary dispute. The consent of the kinsmen 
and the heirs, however, is to be explained in the very same 
way as is previously mentioned; accordingly there is 
another passage of law, viz.—“ Acceptance shall be public 
especially of immoveable property.” Otherwise, gift or 
other alienation would be invalid for want of the consent 
of also the village-men and the headman of the village. 
The passage, “by gift of gold and water,” shows that 
since the sale of immoveable property is prohibited by the 
t ex t,—“ There can be no sale of immoveable property ; 
mortgage may be made with the consent, and since gift 
is praised in the text, —“ He who accepts land and he 
who gives it, they both are performers . of a virtuous act 
and will certainly go to heaven” ; — therefore when a sale 
is indispensable for the maintenance of the family and the 
like (necessity), the sale of immove'able property shall be 
made with the formalities of gift by giving gold and 
water to the purchasers, so that there may bd even one 
element of gift. 

But JkniHav&hana, after citing the two texts of Vyasa 
namely,—One parcener, shall not, without the consent 
of the others, make a gift or sale of the whole immoveable 
property common to the family; separated or unseparated 
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kinsmen are equal in respect of immoveable property; for 
in both cases a single member is incompetent to make a gift, 
mortgage or sale,”—says:—“ These are not for establishing 
that one coparcener has no power to' make a sale, gift or 
other transfer. Since as the proprietory right which is 
defined to consist in the power of disposal according to 
pleasure, exists without distinction in immoveable as in any 
other property, these texts cannot show the incompleteness 
of the relinquishment of right; for a fact cannot be altered 
by a hundred texts. But the prohibition is levelled 
against wicked persons, and is intended to show that an 
alienation is sinful if it is made to the injury of the family 
when there is no necessity for alienation such as distress of 
the family. Accordingly Ntirada authorizes generally a 
sale or any other alienation :— 1 When there are many 
persons sprung from one man who have duties apart and 
transactions apart, and are separate in business and 
character, if they be not accordant in affairs, should they 
give or sell their own shares, they may do all that they 
please, for they are masters of their own wealth.’ Since 
this text specifies the reason in the passage ‘ for they ai-o 
masters of their own wealth,’ it relates to immoveables 
also, for else it would be unmeaning.” 

This is all right, but that it is not reasonable to say that 
it is intended to show that an alienation is sinful. Since 
the sale of immoveable property even by all the co-sharers 
being prohibited in the absence of necessity, an objection 
would arise that the use of the term “ a single member ' is 
unmeaning; and since it is unreasonable to assume an 
ultra-mundane object in a rule of positive law, when there 
may be a visible object such as facility of proof in case of 
dispute: otherwise, even in case of tlio consent of co- 
sbarers, the objection of injuring the family may arise; 
hence the texts would have to be interpreted a3 referring 
solely to sin in consequence of injuring the family as is 
laid down in other texts. ' ' ’ <, 



\ 


VIEAMITRODAYA. 


[Chap. II. Pt. I. 1 





tition, is said by K<ity;iyana, in the text ,— u The wealth o£ 
those who have not attained to maturity and likewise of 
those who are absent in a distant place, shall be deposited, 
free from disbursement, with relatives and friends,”—is also 
in support of this view. Otherwise if partition could not 
take place without their consent, the declaration of the 
deposit of their wealth with relatives and friends would bo 
unreasonable. So also Vishnu says:—“ Likewise the 
wealth of a minor shall be preserved till he attains to 
majority.” 

23 a. This distribution among sons extends equally 
to them and to grandsons and great-grandsons in the male 
line. There is not here an order of succession following 
the order of proximity according to birth. For the three 
descendants, namely, the son, the grandson and the great- 
grandson are competent to offer oblations in the parva oc¬ 
casions. Hence it is that Devala says:—“A father, a grand¬ 
father and likewise a great-grandfather assiduously cherish 
a new-born son, as birds the holy fig-tree,(reflecting) lie will 
present to us a funeral repast with honey, meat and herbs, 
with milk, and with sweet rice and milk in the season of 
rains and under the asterism Maghas.” Likewise Sankha, 
Likliita and Gautama says:—“ A father, a grandfather 
and likewise a great-grandfather welcome a new-boru son 
as birds the holy fig-tree, (reflecting) he will give us satis¬ 
faction with honey and meat and especially the flesh of 
the rhinoceros and with milk, and with sweet rice and milk 
in the season of rains and under the asterism Maghds.” 
Thus the competency being equal and the right by birth 
also being equal, equal participation would have followed 
but is prevented by tire text,—“Among grandsons by dif¬ 
ferent fathers the allotment of shares is according to the 
fathers.” 

Jimiitavdhana says:—“ The grandsons and the great- 
grandsons whose fathers are alive cannot confer oblations 
in the parva occasions, they are not therefore entitled to the 
estate of their grandfather and great-grandfather respec¬ 
tively. If there be one son, and sons of another son 
(who -is dead.) then one share appertains to the surviving 
son, and the oi lier share goes to all the grandsons; for 
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their interest in the grandfather’s wealth is founded op 
their relation by birth to their own father, consequently 
they have a right to just so much as should have been 
their father’s share.” 

This, however, is not acceptable ; because, it has been 
established that in the grandfather’s property the grand¬ 
sons also acquire ownership by birth ; hence the equality 
of the grandsons’ share (with a son’s share) in the grand¬ 
father’s property is based upon the authority of the texts, 
and not founded upon any equitable principle. 

As for what he has further said, namely, — “Where one 
brother has left a large number of sons, and another a 
lesser number, there the text , — ‘ Among grandsons by dif¬ 
ferent fathers &c.’—is intended to prevent equal distribu¬ 
tion amongst all of them by reason of their being grand¬ 
sons ; but if the grandsons had ownership in the estate 
ot the grandfather while the father is living, then in the 
case of partition by two brothers, one of whom has sons and 
the other has none, the sons also of that brother would have 
been entitled to share by reason of the co-equality of right.” 

That has already been refuted before. By this again 
is removed also the above-mentioned incongruity. Hence 
is refuted also the objection that when there are uncles and 
nephews, then because the property belonged to the father 
of the uncles, therefore the nephews would get no share by 
reason of the absence of their ownership. 

As for what has been said, namely,—“ The grandsons 
and the great-grandsons whoso fathers are alive Ac.”-—that 
too is wrong. • Jfor the capacity for presenting funeral 
oblations is not alone the criterion of the right to heritage, 
since the younger brothers are entitled to the heritage 
although they are not competent to offer oblations while 
there is the eldest brother. And the fitness for presenting 
oblations, (which the younger brothers have) is not want ¬ 
ing in grandsons too (while their father is alive). But 
when there are many claimants to the heritage amongst 
the gentiles (gotrajas) and the like, then the'fact of con¬ 
ferring benefits on the proprietor of the wealth by means 
of the offering of oblations and the like,-only excludes 
those that do not confer (such) benefit: it is not however, 
the criterion hero. 


WHISTS 


VIRAMITRODAYA. 



[Chap. II. 



24. Whether partition is made in the lifetime of the 
father or after his demise, if the pregnancy of any ol the 
father’s wives or of any of a brother’s wives, be evident, 
then partition ought to be postponed till parturition, by 
reason of the following text of Vasishtha,—'“ Now, the 
partition of heritage amongst brothers takes place after the 
delivery of sons by those women who are childless (but 
pregnant”). From the passage “ after the delivery of sons” 
it appears that the postponement is to be made if their 
pregnancy is evident, but not if it is not evident. 

° Hence it is that Yogis vara has declared the mode of 
participation by one who is born subsequently to parti¬ 
tion ;—“ One who is begotten by one of equal class, after 
tho co-parceners have been separated, is taker of the share.” 
When the co-parceners have been separated during tho 
lifetime of the parents, whether by the desire of the father 
or by the desire of tho sons, one who is subsequently 
brought forth by a wife of equal class is taker of the share: 
“ is taker of the share,” means, gets the share allotted to 
the parents. The meaning is, that after the parents, he 
alone gets their share: the distinction is, that he gets the 
mother’s share if there be no daughters. From the adjec¬ 
tive “ one of equal class,” (savarnayamj it appears that one 
who is begotten, however, by a wife of a different class, 
o-cts only Iris proper share from the father’s wealth, and tho 
entire share of his mother should there be no daughter. 
For this very reason, a son begotten by a wife of an unequal 
class after partition, gets only the share proper to his class, 
although the partition took place during the lifetime or the 
father: it must not be concluded that he is entitled to 
obtain all that belong to the father. 

With this very intention, Manu says :—“ But he who 
is born after partition shall get only the paternal wealth. ’ 
He shall get “ the paternal wealth,” i. e. the wealth belong¬ 
ing to both the parents in the manner mentioned above ; 
the term “ only” shows that the brothers are not to make 
him participant of a share equal to their own, by deduct¬ 
ing from their own shares. Also Gautama says: £ One 
born alter partition (shall get) the paternal (share) only.” 

But those who have been separated duriug the life¬ 
time of tho father, not knowing at tho time that the mother 
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or her co-wife was with child, shall make tho brother, born 
subsequently to partition, participant of a share equal to 
their own by deducting from their own shares. Thus 
Vishnu says:—“To one born after partition, his share 
shall be given by those -who have been separated with tho 
father.” And it is the father alone who, by taking that 
share of the new-born son, given by tho brothers, shall 
maintain him ; by reason of his having a preferable right 
thereto, and by reason of the previously cited text, 
namely, “ The wealth of tlioso who have not attained to 
maturity, &c.” (§. 23.) 

Also the text, namely,—“ One bom before has no 
claim in the allotment of the parents; nor one begotten 
after partition, in that of a brother”—refers to this very 
subject. The meaning is, one born before partition, and 
(consequently) who has received his share of the paternal 
property, has no claim, i. e., lias no ownership in the allot¬ 
ment of the parents ; and one begotten after partition has 
no claim in the share of a brother who has previously been 
separated. 

And also what is acquired by the father, after parti ¬ 
tion, belongs only to the son born after partition, by reason 
of the following text of Vrihaspati;—“ Whatever is ac¬ 
quired by the father himself who has been separated with 
his sons ; all that belongs to tho son born after partition ; 
therein the sons born before have no claim; as in the 
wealth, so in the debts likewise, and in gifts, mortgages 
and purchases. They have no claims on each other, 
except for act3 of mourning, and libations of water.” He 
also says:— “The younger brothers of those who have 
made a partition with the father, whether children of the 
same or of a different mother, shall however take tho 
paternal allotment.” The reason hero is tho same as is 
declared in tho text,—“ One born before lias no claiiii 
&c” ’ 


But if some of tho sous have been re-united with th 
father, then the after-born son is not entitled to tho whol 
of the paternal property, but he shall 
them. Ins is declared by Manu « Or he shall partic 
pate with those that are re united with him.” “ Him. 
e.s trie father. 
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If after the paternal property has been taken by the 
brothers, on partition after the demise of the father, a son 
is delivered by a wife of the father, whose pregnancy was 
not known at the time of partition ; they shall make him 
participant of a share equal to theirs, out of tlieir own 
shares as modified by income and expenditure. This is 
said by Y&jnavalkya ; — “ Or his allotment must be made 
out of the visible estate corrected for income and expendi¬ 
ture.”_“Visible estate,” means what has been taken by 

the brothers. “ Income,” means monthly, daily and annual 
increment to the visible estate. “ Expenditure,” means 
the liquidation of the father’s debts, and the expenses 
attending the initiation of brothers and sisters, for it must 
be made at the expense of the common property ; it does 
not, however, include any expense that a brother had 
to incur, for that has no concern with it.—The meaning 
is, that out of the paternal property corrected for such in¬ 
come and expenditure, one born after partition shall get 
an equal share with those previously separated. What is 
said is this: including in the share of each of the co¬ 
sharers, the income arising therefrom, and subtracting the 
necessary common expenditure, and deducting a part from 
the remainder of every one’s share, a (posthumous) ^son 
born after partition shall be made an equal sharer. The 
particle “ or” signifies an alternative based on distinct 
circumstances, with reference to the first hall ot this text, 
namely,— 1 “ One who is begotten by one.of equal class 
after the co-parceners have been separated is taker of tho 
share,”—and the distinct circumstances (to which the first 
half is applicable) have already been set forth. 

Halayudha, however, after interpreting the term 
“ out of the visible estate” to mean, from the perceptible 
property of the father, but not from what is concealed,—- 
says that this alternative refers to a son born after parti¬ 
tion, who is possessed of less good qualities than the 
separated brothers. 

This is to be rejected. Since concealed property too, 
when discovered after partition, is liable to be divided in 
equal shares, and there is no authority to show the inap¬ 
plicability ,,f the above rule to this case; and since in 
supposing the above text to embody this restriction, there 
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would arise the objection of assuming some ultra-mundane 
nurnose ; and since the text becomes perfectly consistent 
by the interpretation put by Vijnanosvara. 

J 25. The mode of partition among- brothers dissimilar 
in class* is declared by Yogfsvara “ The sons of a Brah- 
mana, in the several classes, (varnasas), have four shares 
or three or two or one ; the sons of a Kshatriya have three 
shares or two or one ; and the sons of a Vaisya have two 
shares or one.” 

In the text, namely,— <c The wives of a Br&limana, a 
Kshatriya and a Vaisya may, as regards the classes, be 
three, two and one respectively ; the wife of a Sfidra is one 
of the same class,”—Yogisvara has declared that a Brah¬ 
mana may have three wives belonging to the (inferior) 
classes, different from that of himself; (similarly) a Ksha¬ 
triya two, and a Vaisya, one: and including one of the 
same class with them, a Br 6 hmana may have four, a 
Kshatriya three, and a Vaisya two. If the enumeration 
referred to wives of similar as well as dissimilar tribes, then 
a wife of the Siidra class bciug excluded, the two of a 
Vaisya also, would be reduced to one of his own class; 
consequently the part £ 1 the wife of a Sudra is one of 
his own class” could not consistently be put in contra¬ 
distinction to a Vaisya; hence this enumeration is in¬ 
tended to have reference to the wives of dissimilar classes. 
This text has been so explained by Vijminayogin. 

That being so, (the meaning of tiro text in the first 
para, is this:—) “The sons of a Brahma na” born of 
wives belonging to the Brahmana and other classes lospcc- 
tively 5 “ in the several classes, (>' 1 t/‘ ) i, t . according to 

the classes to which their mothers belong,—the atli.\ sas (in 
varnasas) shows that the term yama (class) is in the locative 
case and bears a distributive sense, agreeably to the 
grammatical rule,—“To a noun in the singular numbeg, 
signifying quantity, the particle sas is affixed in a distribu¬ 
tive sense:”—to those who are begotten by a Brahmana or 
the like father on a Kshatriya or the like wife, is applied the 
term JAM (mixed class) such as that of Murdhabhislnkta, and 
jati cannot possibly be comprised by the term class, there¬ 
fore the meaning is, according to the classes to which the 
mothers belong j 1 have four shares or throe or two or 
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one,”—what is said is, that the sons of a Brahmana, born 
of a mother of the same class, shall each get four shares; 
the sons of the same Brahmana born of a Kshatriya mother, 
three shares each; the sons of the same person, born of a 
Vaisya mother, two shares each; sons of the same person 
born of a Sudra mother one share each. The passage, 
“ in the several tribes” is to be construed with every clause 
in the latter half of the text: that being so, the sons of 
a Kshatriya born of Kshatriyd and other mothers shall 
each respectively get three^ shares, or two, or one; the sons 
of a Vaisya born of Vaisya and Sudra mothers shall each 
get two shares, or one respectively. A Sudra cannot have 
a wife of a different class, partition among his sons must 
be one among the sons of the same class,—which has been 
already mentioned. 

Although the marriage of a Sudra woman by a twice- 
born person is much censured, and espousing a Sudra witli 
the intent of having sons by her is on all hands prohibit¬ 
ed, as in the text of Manu and Vishnu,—“ Men of the 
twice-born classes, who, through infatuation, marry 
women of the lowest class, very soon degrade their family 
with their progeny to the state of a Sudra: according to 
Attri and the son of Utathya, he who marries a woman 
of the Sudra class, becomes degraded instantly; accord¬ 
ing to Saunaka, by the birth of a son; and according to 
Blirigu, by having issue by her”—“by having issue by 
her,” means by having issue born of the Sudra wife alone; 

.—and marriage of a Sudra woman by a Brahmana, 
however, is declared by them, to be more reprehensible 
than by a Kshatriya or Vaisya, thus,—“ A BiAhmana, if 
he takes a Sudra woman to his bed, becomes degraded, and 
by begetting a son on her, be loses bis priestly rank too”; 
—Yogisvara also says,—“ The marriage of Sudr;i wives 
by the twice-born persons, as has been declared (by other 
sages), is not approved by me, inasmuch as a person him- 
self is born of her (in the shape of a son)”—and it may 
lienee occur, that as there cannot be a son begotten by a 
I’r&hmaua &c., on a Sndra wife, why has his allotment 
been declared ? 

a marriage for the purpose of pleasure, and a 
marnuge for the purpose ol religion (?". c. for the purpose 
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of having sons) being secondary to each other, a sol may 
j born”of a married woman of the Sudra class by reason 
of the relation of the purposes through the act (whereby 
any one of the purposes may be attained);-consequently 
the declaration of his allotment is certainly reasonable, in 
the same way as the declaration of his caste (jati) in 
the text,—“ One born of a Sudra mother (by a Brahmana 
father) is called a nishada or parasava .” To this effect is 
the conclusion demonstrated in the Mitakshara on the 
book of Achara (or customary rites). Hence in the text,— • 
“But for such as are impelled by love of pleasure the fol¬ 
lowing may, in the order of the classes, be (wives of the 
twice-born) though not preferrable,”—Manu by saying 
“by love of pleasure” and “not preferrable” ordains that 
the marriage of a wife of the Same class is preferrable. 
Sankha and Likliita say,— “ Wives must be espoused, 
women of the saino class aro preferrablo for all persons: 
this is the principal rule. The succedanoous mode is: 
(wives of) four (classes) are allowed to a Brahmana, in tlio 
direct order; (wives of) three (classes), to a Itshatriya; 
(wives of) two (classes), to a Vaisya; (wives of) one (class), 
to a Sudra.” By the term “in the direct order,” tho 
inferiority of the next in order is indicated. 

But Manu has declared two modes of partition among 
sons of the four classes, thus,— 3 “ Let a Brahmana son 
take three shares; a son born ot a KsliatriyA mother, two 
shares; a son born of a Vaisya mother, ono share and a 
half; and a son of a Sudra mother, one share : or by di¬ 
viding into ten equal shares, the entiio piopoity.of all 

descriptions, let a lawyer allot legal shares in the follow¬ 
ing manner: a Brahmana shall get four shares; a son ot a 
KshatriyS mother, three shares; a sou of a Vaisyii mother, 
two shares; a son of a Siidra mother, one share.” —Of 
thcso the latter mode corresponds with what is declared 
by Yogtsvara (para. 1.) And these are to be reconciled, 
as having reference to the sons of the Kshatriya mothers 
<fec., according as they are possessed of good qualities or 
are not possessed of good qualities. Hence it is that if 
the son of a Brahmapa, born of a Kshatriya mother, bo 
the eldest by birth and possessed of good qualities, ho gets 
an equal share with a son of a Brahuiani mother; again 
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if a son begotten on a Vaisyti mother by a Brahmana or a 
Kshatriya father, be of the same description, he takes an 
equal share with a son born of a Kshatriya mother. This 
is declared by Yrihaspati,—“A son begotten on a Ksha¬ 
triya mother by a Brahmana father, if eldest by birth and 
possessed of good qualities, becomes equal sharer with a 
son of the Brahmana class; so likewise a son born of a 
Vaisya mother.” Likewise Baudhayana says,—“ If, be¬ 
tween a son born of a wile of the same class, and a son 
born of a wife of the class next in order, the son born of 
a wife of the class next in order be possessed of good quali¬ 
ties, he shall take the share of the eldest; for one possessed 
of good qualities becomes the supporter of the rest.”— 
Sinco it has been generally laid down in this text that a 
son born of a wife of the class next in order takes, by 
reason of his good qualities and seniority, an equal share 
with a son of the next better class, therefore it is to be ob¬ 
served, though it is not mentioned by Vrihaspati, that a 
son begotten on a Sudra mother by a Vaisya father, if, of 
the above character, gets an equal share with a son of tho 
Vaisya mother. The meaning of the portion,—“shall 
take the share of the eldest,” is only this,—shall take an 
equal share with a son of the next better class, by reason 
of this being consistent with the text of Vrihaspati, and by 
reason of the impropriety of taking a larger share than 
that of a son of a superior class. 

When, however, a Brahmana has only one son born of 
a Sudra wife, then he shall get a third part of his property; 
the remaining two parts shall go to sapindas, in their de¬ 
fault to the sakultjas , and in their default to him who per¬ 
forms the funeral obsequies : as is declared by Devala,— 
“ If a nishadu be the only son of a Brahmana, he gets a third 
part; a sa/nndu or a saJculya or the giver of the oblations, 
takes the other two parts”,—“ nisliada ” means a son bom of 
a Sudra mother by a Brahmana father. 

But if a Sudra be the only son of a Kshatriya or a 
^ aisyn, ] ie g. e t s a moiety, tho other half is taken by those 
entitled to succeed to the property of a soilless man, in the 
same order. Accordingly Vishnu says,—“But when a 
Sudra is the <>uly son of the twice-born he gets a moiety; 
the succession p, other moiety is the same as to the 
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property of a soilless man.” By tiro term “ twice-born” 
hero, tlio Kshatriyas and the Vaisyas only are intended, 
because Devala has declared a distinct rule with regard 
to the Brahmanas. “ Only son” (ekaputra) is a compound 
of an adjective and noun. 

But this rule (regarding a third and a moiety) lias 
reference to a son by a Siidra wife, having good character 
and many good qualities; for else, this would be in 
conflict with the text of Manu, namely,—“ But whether 
lie has or lias not sons by other wives, no more than a 
tenth part shall be given to his son by a Siidra wife,”—and, 
—The son of a Brahmana, a Kshatriya or a Vaisya, by 
a wife of the Sudra class, shall not share the inheritance; 
whatever his father may give him, let that only be his 
property.” 

Although this mode of partition is generally laid 
down, still it refers to property other than land acquired 
by means of acceptance (of gift); because participation of 
that by sons begotten by a Kshatriya or the like wife, is 
prohibited. So Vrihaspati says,—“ Land received by 
acceptance shall never bo given to sons by a wife of the 
Kshatriya or the like class; even if their father gives it, 
the son by a Brahmana wife may, nevertheless, resume it 
after the father’s death.”—Here the term “ acceptance” 
being used, it is indicated that of lands acquired by means 
of purchase &c., they too shall have shares proper to 
their caste. Hence it is that, with regard to lands gener¬ 
ally, Devala has laid down a separate prohibition levelled 
against a son by a Sudra wife .—“ A son sprung from a 
Sudra mother and a twice-born father, is not entitled to a 
share of land ; those born of wives of the same class shall 
take the whole of it: this is tire settled law.” 

But as for the text of Manu,—“ The son of a Britli¬ 
ma na, a Kshatriya, or a Vaisya, by a wife of the servile 
class, shall not share the heritage; whatever his father may 
give him, let that only be his property,”—that has been ex¬ 
plained by the southern writers, to apply when there is pro- 
perty given by the father through affection. But the orien¬ 
tal commentators say that it refers to a son by an unmarried 
S6dra woman, destitute of good qualities. This is wrong ; 
because it is not piopev to discard the distinction men* 
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tioned in the latter part , — u whatever his father may give 
&c./ ? and to assume a distinction between having and not 
having good qualities, —which is not mentioned (in the 
text); and because the share of a son by an unmarried 
Sudra woman will be stated (by Manu) when treating the 
subject of slaves. Hence the previous distinction only is 
right. 


PART II. 


§ 1. Principal and subsidiary sons, described by Yajnavalkj'a.—2. The 
legitimate son.-—3. The son of the appointed daughter.—4. The wife’s 
son including the son of two fathers.—5. The secret-born son.—6. The 
maiden-born son.—7. The son of the twice-married woman.—8. The 
adopted son.—9. The purchased son.—10. The son made.—11. The 
self-given son.—12. The son received with a bride.—13. The deserted 
son.—14. Tlie son by a Sudra woman.—15. The aurnsa is the princi¬ 
pal, the rest subsidiary.—10. Partition by these.—17. Partition by the 
legitimate son and the son of the appointed daughter.—18. Partition 
by the legitimate son and the adopted son Sec. —19. The conflicting 
tests, dividing the twelve sons into two classes the first of whom are 
heirs to kinsmen, how reconciled.—20. All this is relative to the same 
class.—21. The son by a Sudra woman cannot get the w’hole property. 
—22. Of the son of a Sudra by a female slave.—23. Of the son of a 
twice-born by a female slave. 

1. In order to show the law of partition among prin¬ 
cipal and subsidiary sons, their nature is ascertained. On 
this subject, Yfijnavalkya says :— u The legitimate son 
(aarasaj is one born of a lawful wife. Similar to him is 
the son of an appointed daughter (putrikdsutaj . A son 
begotten on a wife by a kinsman fsagotraj or any other is 
the wife’s son. One seqretly begotten in the house is 
declared the secrot-born son. The maiden-born son is one 
born of an unmarried daughter ; and is considered as son 
ol the maternal grandsiro. A son begotten on a woman 
who has not been deflowered, or on one who has been 
deflowered, is called the son of a twice-married woman, 
.lie wlnm, ids father or mother gives for adoption is de- 
chire< to lie the son given. The son bought is one who 
was sof by them. The son made, is one adopted by 
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one’s self. One who gives himself is self-given. One 
received while yet in the womb is the son received with 
■i bride. He, who is taken for adoption, having been 
forsaken by his parents, is the deserted son.” 


2. It is said in the Mitakshard :—“ A woman of 
equal class, espoused in a lawful form of marriage, is ‘ a 
lawful wife’; one born of her is the legitimate (aurasaj 
son ”. But in fact it is not to be so understood ; for it is 
contradictory to what (the author of the Mitdkshard) him- 
IP l «oirl VIZ.. U because fhft itTfldhAhhishik+rt o-nrl 


self has said, viz.,—“ because the murddhabhishikta and 
other mixed classes sprung from superior fathers and infe¬ 
rior mothers, are included under the term legitimate sous 
and since, if the sons born of women espoused in forms of 
marriage which are not strictly lawful for Brahmanas and 
others ^respectively, were not legitimate sons, then not¬ 
withstanding such sons, others would take the heritage. 
Hence the term “ of equal class” is to be held to be used 
(in the Mitakshara) for the purpose of indicating superiority. 
But what is mentioned in the text, namely—“ One born of 
a lawful wife,” constitutes the definition, which excludes 
the wife’s son. 

Accordingly Manu says:— 1 “ He, whom a man himself 
has begotten on his own wedded wife, is the legitimate 
and the principal son.” Vasislitha also says:—“ Only 
twelve kinds of sons are mentioned by the ancients; the 
first is the legitimate son begotten by a man himself 
on his own wedded wife.” Also Vishnu says, “ Now there 
are twelve kinds of sons, the first is the legitimate son, lie- 
gotten by a man himself on his own wedded wife.” 
Here in both the texts (of Vasislitha and Vishnu), the term 
“wedded” (san.skntdya.mj is to be considered as an expla¬ 
natory _adjunct of the term “own wife” (svakshetrej for 
otherwise there would be repetition. Devala says:— 
“ He, who is begotten by a man himself on his own wedded 
wife, is called the legitimate son, is the first in rank and 
the perpetuate of the father's lineage." A'pastamba 
sa 3 's:— I lie sons ot one who in nronor 
lawfully wedded wife of the same class they have a di-. 
gums connection and cannot be deprived of the property 

mf ' ov lJaucik&yana says:— u One 
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who is begotten by a man himself on a 'wedded woman of 
the same class is known as the legitimate son. Also it is 
declared (by the ancient sages) :—You are born from 
every limb, you are sprung from the heart, you are one s 
self in the name of son, you, who are such, live for 
hundred years; the ancestors put on a garland of lotus, 
(in joy) when you were in the womb ; just as a person 
himself is in this world, so you become bom here (a part 
of him); a man himself is called by the name of put-tra 
on account of the benefits conferred upon the father and 
the mother ; because you deliver from the lower regions 
called pul, therefore you are named put-tra .” 

In the texts of A'pastamba and Baudhdyana, the 
term “ of the same class,” is used with the intention of 
indicating superiority. Hence the mention of the mode 
of partition among the sons too, who are begotten on 
wives of dissimilar class, while dealing with legitimate 
sons, becomes consistent. The text of A'pastamba is read 
in the Ratndkara as—“of the same class, who had no 
previous (husband)”—and is explained thus : “ who had 
no previous ( apurvaru ) e. who had no previous husband; 
the meaning is—one who was not even affianced to an¬ 
other ; this is said by the author of the Prakdsa.” In the 
Parijdta also it is said:—The term, “of the same class,” 
here means that a woman of any twice-born class, is of 
the same class with a man of any twice-born class; and 
that a Sudra woman is of the same class with a Sudra. 

It does not, however, imply that a Brdhmani woman 
is equal in class to a Brahmana; a Kshatriyd to a Kskatri- 
ya and a Vaisyd to a Vaisya: for if that were so, then tho 
sons of Kshatriyd or other women espoused by a Brdhmana 
or any other (of a superior class) would not be included 
under any of the twelve kinds of sons. 

3. “ The son of an appointed daughter (pultrikamta) 

is similar to him” (i. e. the legitimate son). The same is 
described by Vasishtlm,—“ This damsel who has no bro* 
tber, 1 will give unto thee, decked with ornaments: the 
son that may be born of her shall bo my son.” Also Manu 
says,—“ lie who has no son may appoint his daughter in 
this form to raise up issue for him: whatever child may 
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be born of ber shall perform my obsequies. In this very 
mode Dakslm himself, a creator of beings, appointed 
daughters for the purpose of multiplying his race. He, 
with a delighted heart, gave ten daughters to Dharma, 
thirteen to Kasyapa, and twenty-seven to the king Soma 
(moon) having received them with honor.” Here it is laid 
down that a son, born of a daughter who is given in mar¬ 
riage with the express declaration of appointment, becomes 
the puttrika-puttra of his maternal grandfather. That a 
son born of a daughter 'who is given in marriage without 
such express declaration, may be the puttrika-puttra —is 
determined in the following passage of tho MitakshaiA in 
the book of A'chara:—“ The epithet ‘having brother’ has 
been used to prevent the apprehension of the bride’s ap¬ 
pointment ; by this it appears that a daughter may be 
appointed, though not declared to be so.” Accordingly, 
also Gautama says:—“ Tho sonloss father shall give away 
the appointed daughter in marriage with the express 
agreement that the issue shall be mine. Some say that 
(even in the absence of any express agreement) a daughter 
becomes appointed by the mere intention of the father.” 
It is said also in the Bralimapurana:—“ A daughter who 
has been appointed to raise issue by her sonless father, 
whether mentally or in the presence of the king, fire and 
kinsmen, or anywhere else, previously to conception, even 
if she has received fees (from the bridegroom) and is given 
to the bridegroom whether by the father (himself) 01 (by 
any other) when tho father is dead,—is known as tho ap¬ 
pointed daughter. Such a daughter gets an equal share 
from the father’s property.” Manu says:—“A sou of the 
appointed daughter shall offer the first oblation to his 
mother, the second to her father, and tho third to the 
father’s father.” 

Or the (compound) term puttrika-suta (in Yajnavalkya’s 
text § 1) may mean the appointed daughter as well as 
son, i. e. the appointed daughter herself is the substitute 
of a son. Our opnnon is that although she is (like a sou) 
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I here are more of the mother’s limbs, than of the father’s 
limbs”. So Vasishtha says:—“ The appointed daughter 
herself, is the second son.” 


4. The Dvyamushydyana or the son of two fathers 
is as described by Yajnavalkya in the following text — u A 
son begotten by one who is without male issue, on the soil 
of another, under an appointment, becomes legally the heir 
and the giver of oblations to both.” Although he is 
sprung from the breast (or aurasa son) of the owner of the 
seed, still being begotten on another’s wife, he is certainly 
inferior to the aurasa or legitimate son. Hence it is that 
the sage himself has given the following definition of the 
aurasa or legitimate son :—“ The aurasa or legitimate son 
is one born of a lawful wife,” (§ 1.) And we also will 
explain the D vy am ushy ay an a as falling under the descrip¬ 
tion of the wife’s son, since the distinctive feature of the 
wife’s son is not wanting in him. 

Also Manu says:—“ When by a contract of work, the 
soil is given in consideration of the seed : the owner of the 
soil and the owner of the seed are found in the world to be 
sharers of that.”—Just as in the world by a contract 
for cultivation—when one has land but has no seed such 
as paddy for sowing, and another has seed, but no land; 
and if they enter into a contract, *. e. an agreement, that 
mine is the seed and youi’S the land, let us cultivate by 
sowing that in this, and let the produce grown therein be 
ours, then it is observed that both become sharers of the 
crops thereof. Similarly also, in the case of the Dvyd- 
mushydyana or the son of two fathers, if one sows his 
(virile) seed in the soil of another, by an agreement that 
let the son begotten on the soil be ours,—then the issue 
begotten thereon belongs to both. Such a son of the wife, 
belonging to two fathers is called the Dvyfimushyayana. 

Yajnavalkya, in defining the Dvyamushyayana, (para. 
1) has said “ begotten under appointment”, therefore what 
is intended is that the husband’s younger brother or any 
other supinda can, only when appointed by her venerable 
protector, beget a son on the wife of a brother and the 
like, in dm prescribed mode such as rubbing the body 
with clarified butler; otherwise .-in would' be incurred by 
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both. Accordingly Manu says :—“ The husband’s younger 
brother, or a sapinda or a sagotra, being appointed by the 
venerable protector, and rubbing his body with clarified 
butter, shall with the desiro of begetting a son, have an 
interview with a soilless woman after catamenia : ono 
born in this modo becomes the son of the wife of a 
person.” 

When, however, without the agreement that the pro¬ 
duce is to belong to both, seed is sown in the soil of another 
by the husband’s younger brother or the like, then that son 
belongs to the owner of the soil alono. This also is declared 
by Marin,.—“ Should there be no agreement that the pro¬ 
duce is to belong to the owner of the soil as well as to the 
owner of the seed, then clearly the fruit belongs to the 
owner of the soil, for the soil is more important than the 
seed.”—Where without the agreement about the produce 
which is hero the offspring, a child is begotten on the 
soil of another, that belongs to the owner of the soil alono. 
The meaning of the term “ clearly” is that as in tho world, 
if seed be sown in the land of another without any agree¬ 
ment with him, or if an elephant, a horse or the like be¬ 
longing to one person causes a female of the same species 
belonging to another person to conceive, then in both cases, 
the fruit produced therein is seen to belong to the owner 
of the soil alone: and the reason for this is stated in the 
passage, “for the soil is more important than the seed 
tho purport is that this is found in the caso ot cows, mares 
&c. Accordingly the meaning which follows is, that il' 
there be an agreement, then only the wife’s son becomes the 
son of two fathers or Dvy a mushy ay an a, by reason of tho 
right of the owner of the seed ; but the owner of the soil 
has right over the wife’s son in both the cases, (Y. e. whether 
there be an agreement or not). Hence it is that although 
Yajnavalkya has made no mention of the agreement with 
the owner of the seed, in the text,—“A son begotten bv 
one without male issue &c.,”—still that is to 
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tion : “ a kinsman fsagotraj ” means, the husband’s younger 
brother or a sapinda or the like: “ any other,” signifies one 
other than a sagotra ; this is the secondary alternative, for 
Manu says,—“ or a sapinda or a sagotra .” 

The A charyas say that appointment to raise issue is 
relative to an affianced woman only. Because raising up 
issue in pursuance of appointment is restricted by Manu 
to her case only, as in the text,—“ When the husband 
dies after the verbal betrothal of a damsel, her husband's 
younger brother shall have intercourse with her in this 
mode.” And because the appointment of a widow is 
rather prohibited; since after setting forth the appointment 
of a widow in the text,-" On failure of issue, the dSd 
offspring may be obtained by a woman didy authorized 
from the husband’s younger brother or a sapinda: but one 
who is appointed to raise issue on widow, shall, rubbing 
Ins body with clarified butter, and being silent, beget in 
night only one son and by no means a second,”—Manu 
iumseif forbids it in the following text,—" No widow 
should be authorized by regenerate men to beget children 
by other persons, for those that authorise her to conceive 
by other men, violate the primeval law: such appoint¬ 
ment is nowhere mentioned in the Vedic texts on mar¬ 
riage ; neither is the re-marriage of widows mentioned in 
the law of marriage: this practice, fit only for brutes, and- 
reprehended by learned regenerate men was introduced 
among men while Vena held the sovereign sway : lie, ruling 
the whole earth, and eminent among the royal saints, 
gave rise to confusion of tribes, while his intellect was 
pi n cited by passion : since his time, the virtuous censure 
nni who through delusion of mind authorizes a widow 

to favo intercourse with another man for the sake of 

progeny.” 

mo. * U ' r6 i ^ ^ t° remarked that the term “ affianced” 

' ' who has been given in marriage by the 

Wo -“T? tho ^ ht to gi ve, with the declaratory son- 
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by a promise at an indefinite time before marriage, such as 
with the following declaratory sentence,—“I will giro 
this damsel in marriage, in the presence of gods, the 
spiritual preceptor and the holy fire, to him (or thee) who 
is (or art.) not destitute of any limb, or not impotent, not 
degraded and free from the ten defects.” Hence it is that 
the term “ husband ” has been used by Manu; the pre¬ 
vious executory promise being no part of the marriage 
ceremony, the promisee’s status of husband does not arise 
thereby, consequently he cannot reasonably be referred to 
by the term “husband.” Although a person does not 
become the husband of even a damsel betrothed by a 
promise, inasmuch as like the status of wife, the status of 
husband, which consists in the sacred initiation and which 
is to be effected by the ceremony of marriage, can never 
arise before its completion ; still in the commencement of 
the connubial ceremony the use of the term “ husband ” 
the status whereof will be the effect of it, is not unreason¬ 
able, like the use of the word sacrificial fire before the 
commencement of the sacrifice by the sacrificcr. Hence it 
is that among western, northern and the like people, if the 
promisee dies a little befoi’e the marriage of the betrothed 
damsel, her marriage with another person is allowed by 
the learned, who are not censured. Otherwise in the kali 
age when the appointment to l’aise issue is prohibited, if 
the re-marriage of those whose marriage is not consum¬ 
mated be also forbidden, it would be a very objectionable 
practice. Accordingly the meaning (of the text of Manu) 
is this,—When “ the husband ” i. e. person about whom 
the ceremony of marriage takes place whereby the status 
of husband is effected, “dies after the verbal betrothal,” 
i. e. after the gift has been made with the declaratory 
sentence. Nor can it be said that let the appointment of 
widows to raise issue be optional, inasmuch as it is pro¬ 
hibited after having been enjoined. Because option 
cannot reasonably be supposed with reference to a fact, 
for it is not reasonable to say that a person undertaking 
to procreate issue on a widow, under appointment, does 
or does not incur sin. And because the law of appoint¬ 
ment to raise issue cannot apply to widows, as it is restrict¬ 
ed to affianced damsels, by the text,—“ When the husband 
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&c” Ancl because the injunction and the prohibition 
are not ot equal force, inasmuch as those who give the 
authority are censured, as in speaking of the duties of 
women, unchastity has been declared to be the source of 
numerous faults, and as a life of austerity (led by the 
widows^ has been highly praised. Accordingly in the 
text,—“ Let her rather emaciate her body by (living upon) 
the pure flowers, roots and fruits; but let her not when 
the husband is dead, pronounce even the name of another 
man,”—Manu himself has prohibited the resorting to the 
protection of another man, for livelihood ; and in the text, 
— tv Longing for the unparalleled virtuo of those having 
only one husband, shall continue till death, forgiving all 
injuries, observing strictly the rules and foregoing all 
sensual pleasure: many thousands of bachelor Vipras con. 
tinuing in the order of the student have ascended the 
celestial regions without leaving any issue: like those 
life-long students, a chaste woman leading a life of austeri¬ 
ties after the death of her husband goes to heaven though 
destitute of sons: a woman who being covetous for off¬ 
spring proves faithless to her (deceased) husband, brings 
disgrace on herself in this world, and becomes excluded 
from the regions of her lord (in the next world,)”—he has 
forbidden with extreme censure the living with another 
man for progeny; and subsequently in the text,— <£ When 
the husband dies &c.”—he himself has declared the 
legality of appointment relative to an affianced damsel. 
Having mentioned, “in this mode,” he has declared other 
ceremonies, in the text,—“ Having espoused her in due 
form, she being clad in a white robe, and pure in her 
conduct, let him privately approach her once after each 
course till delivery.” The pronoun “ this” in the passage 
! m this mode ” means the mode which lias been men- 
Imned before, viz . rubbing of the body with clarified butter, 
appointment by the venerable protector, &c.,—and in- 
< Judes what i s atated in other Smritis. The term “ hus- 
janc s younger brother” includes a sapinda and the like, 
in conformity with other texts. The term “ husband” 
an t. m expression “ after the verbal betrothal” have been 
already explained. 
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The following passage of the Mitakshara, namely,—• 
u ]? r om this very text it appears that the person to whom 
the damsel is betrothed becomes her husband oven without 
acceptance,”—must be taken as implying the meaning 
explained by us, since it has been shewn that the meaning 
•which appears on the face of the passage, is erroneous. 
Accordingly there is the following passage further down,— 
“This espousal with the restrictions, namely, sprinkling 
the body with clarified butter &c. forms part of the inter¬ 
course to be had with the woman appointed to raise issue; 
but it does not secure for her the status ot a wife ot 
the husband’s younger brother. Hence the offspring be¬ 
gotten on her belongs to the ow r ner of the soil, should there 
be no agreement; but if there be an agreement, it apper¬ 
tains to both by virtue of the agreement itself.” 

N&rada says :—“ The issue of the seed sown in 
another’s soil by the owner’s permission is considered as 
belonging to both the owner of the seed and the owner of 
the soil.” Sankha and Likhita say:—“According to 
Angirasas, the offspring belongs to him who espoused her 
with Vedic texts: but Usantis holds that the produce of 
the seed sown with an agreement between the owrnor of 
the seed and the owner of the soil belongs to both.” 
Kfityayana ordains:— a When one raises prpduce with the 
consent of the owner of the soil; then both ot them be¬ 
come here the sharers of the same, since the fruit could not 
come into existence in the absence of either.” 

I-IArtta says :—“ (If begotten) in the lifetime (of the 
husband) be is called tlie wife’s son, by reason of the 
absence of independence $ but after the death, he is .called 
the son of two fathers, by reason of the seed not being 
sown (by tlio husband): others say that soil bears not fruit 
without seed, nor does seed germinate without soil, hence 
both being necessary, the offspring belongs to both. Of 
these two fathers, he becomes first the offspring of the 
natural father. Let them offer two pindas in the fnirvupa) 
sacrifice in honor of the ancestoi-s, or in one pinda declare 
the name of both (the fathers); let his son do tiro same 
when offering the second pinda , and his grandson when 
offering tho third pmda. And let the remote descendants 
down to the seventh, pronounce the name of two while 
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offering lepct or divided oblations to the three ancestors 
entitled to the lepa or divided oblations.” 

The meaning of this text is :—If begotten “ in the life¬ 
time”^. e. of the owner of the soil, lie is, by some, called 
the wife’s sou, who belongs to the owner of the soil alone; 
the reason for this is,—“ by reason of the absence of inde¬ 
pendence” i. c. of the wife: “ but after the death,” i. e. of 
the owner of the soil; although the absence of indepen¬ 
dence is the same, by reason of the subsequently cited text 
of Manu, viz.—“ A sonless woman keeping unsullied &c. •” 
—still tho son does not belong to the owner of the soil 
alone; and tho reason for this is, “ by reason of the seed 
being not sown” i. e. the owner of the soil must have given 
permission to the owner of the seed ; “ soil bears not”fruit 
&c.” shows that what has been said is reasonable : “ in tho 
nirvdpa ” which means that in which oblations are given, i. e. 
the sacrilice in honor of ancestors ; there let the Dvyduiu- 
shyayanas “ offer” separately “ two pindas" to two fathers, 
or in one ptnda , declare the name of both” the fathers ; 
it is to be understood that in each of the pindas the names 
of two ancestors are to be declared; for Apastamba or¬ 
dains,— “ If he bo the son of two fathers, ho shall offer 
each oblation to two ancestors”— i. c. by reason of the 
three ancestors being double ; “ the second,” i. e. in offer¬ 
ing the second and the third oblations : “ the three ances¬ 
tors entitled to the lepa, 1 ' i. e. while offering divided obla¬ 
tions to them shall pronounce the names of two. 

Also Narada says:—“ The sons of two fathers shall 
separately offer to the two (sets of ancestors) the pindas 
and libations of water ; and shall likewise take a moiety 
of the property of tho owner of the seed and of the owner of 
the soil.”-—The term “moiety” indicates a share that is 
reasonable under the circumstances. 

llaudhayana says:—“The son of two fathers shall 
otlcr oblations (in tins way); shall proclaim the names of 
jo j in each oblation ; three oblations shall be offered to 
' 11 !> ' x .* 1(3 ° d° es 80 > errs not,”—“The six” means tho 

\\ o a ieis, the two grandfathers and the two great-grand' 
fathers, lie again «a.y 8: -« The son begotten on tho wife 
° f . ‘'‘(oased or impotent or diseased, by one duly 

authoii ' ., s io wife s son j he j a fhe son 0 f t wo fathers, 
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belongs to two go Iras, performs the funeral obsequies of 
both and takes their heritage.” 

Manu says:—“He who is begotten on the duly ap¬ 
pointed wife of a man deceased or impotent or diseased is 
called the son of the wife.” 

Here in all cases where the owner of the soil is alive, 
but ia incapable of begetting a son on account of disease 
&c., the appointment and the agreement may, according 
to the circumstances, be made by the venerable protectors 
and the husband also; but if he be dead, then by the 
venerable protectors alone. 

Thus there are two descriptions of the Jcshetraja or 
wife’s son: one has two fathers, and the other has the 
owner of the soil for his father. 

5. “ One secretly begotten in the house” by a gal¬ 

lant, and subsequently ascertained to be of the same class, 
is the secret-born son of the owner of the soil. Thus Manu 
says,—“ When a son.is begotten on one’s wife, and it is 
not known who is its father, ho is the secret-born in the 
house and belongs to him from whose soil he is sprung,” 
—“ And it is not known &c.,” means, that although it is 
not known by what particular person he is procreated, 
still it must be held that it is known that liG is begotten 
by a person of equal class, by reason of the following text 
of Yogisvara.—“ This law is propounded by me in regard 
to sons equal by class.” This text will be explained here¬ 
after. 

0. “ The maiden-born son is one born of an un¬ 

married daughter,” begotton by a man of equal class he 
“ is considered as a son of the maternal grandsire that 
is, the son belongs to him, of whose daughter he is born.. 
But one born of a married daughter becomes the secret- 

born son of the husband; as is said by Manu._“When 

a maiden daughter secretly conceives a son in her father’s 
house, that son sprung from the maiden daughter is called 
by the name of the maiden-born son and belongs to tlm 
husband, —f rom these texts it appears that one begotten 
on an unmanned damsel residing at her father’s house, by 
a gallant, oi equal class, is called a maiden-born sou, and 
that he becomes son oi the maternal grandfather. 
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But m conflict with this is the following passage of the 
Brahmapurana cited in the Ratnakara, —“ But one be¬ 
gotten in the father’s house, on a damsel who has not been 
given (in marriage), by a man of equal class is called the 
maiden-born son and becomes the son of him to whom she 
is given (in marriage)also the following text of Ndrada 
cited in the same book , — “ The maiden-born son, also the 
soi ' received with the bride, and he who is secretly born : 
their mother’s husband is to be known as their father • and 
they are pronounced to be heirs.” Here (i. e. in the pas¬ 
sage of the Brahmapurana) there is no conflict as to* his 
being the maiden-born son, who is begotten on an un¬ 
married damsel in her father’s house, by a man of equal 
class : but the conflict lies in the portion,— 1 “ and becomes 
the son of him to whom she is given in marriage also 
in what has been declared in the above text of Ndrada, 
namely, that the damsel’s husband becomes the father of 
the maiden-born son, of the son received with a bride, and 
ot him who is secretly born; and in what Manu says, 

’ and belongs to the husband since it is not 
sai d (in theso texts) that he becomes a son of the maternal 
grandsire. As for the reconciliation made by the author 
of the Mitdkshard, namely,—“ if begotten "on a maiden 
daughter, he becomes the son of the maternal grandfather, 
and of the husband alone, if begotten on a married daugh¬ 
ter,”—that is not satisfactory. For if that were so, then 
such a son could not be called a maiden-born son fkcuima), 
being not begotten on an unmarried daughter, meant by 
the term maiden or Icanr/d. It cannot, however, be |«bl 
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a thoughtless man ho makes no mention of the distinct 
cases to which the texts are applicable. Indeed, ho having 
set forth many texts showing that the maiden-born son bt- 
lonos to the maternal grandfather, has immediately cited 
the text of Narada and the passage of the Brahmapurdna, 
which are in conflict with the above texts. There are cited 
the following text of Vasislitha,—“ The maiden-born son 
is the fifth; he, whom an unmarried damsel begets through 
passion in her father’s house, is tho maiden-born son, ho 
becomes the maternal grandfather’s son: this is also de¬ 
clared (by tho ancient sages),—‘ If a sonless daughter 
begets a son in the house; in him tho maternal grand¬ 
father has a son’s son, he shall offer pinda and take tho 
property’ ”—likewise the following text of Narada,—- 
“The maiden-born son, whose father is unknown, and 
whoso mother was senseless, shall offer pinda to the mater¬ 
nal grandfather and take his property”—and also tho 
following text of Baudhayana,—“ If ono approaches a 
damsel who has not been espoused and who has not boon 
fdven ; the son begotten on her is the maiden-born sou.” 

We remove the difficulty thus ■ 1 he texts which 

declare that tlie maiden-born son belongs to tho maternal 
grandfather, are relative to a son begotten by a man of 
equal class on a damsel who lias not in any way been 
given : and the texts which declare that such a son belongs 
to the husband, have reference to the son begotten by a 
man of equal class, on a damsel who has boon declared^ 
to bo given but who has not acquired tho status of 
wife, which is effected by tho marriage ceremony ending 
in the rite of going seven steps. The term, “ who has 
not been given” in the text of N&rada (in the passago 
of the Brahmapunina?), and the term “ who has not been 
o-iven,” in the text of Baudhayana mean, tho ceremony 
of whose marriage has not been completed,—but thoy 
do not signify, who has not at all been given. And 
this is consistent with reason. By tho declaration of tho 
intention (to give the damsel in marriage), tho destruction 
of the father’s right and the generation of the bridegroom’s 
yiirlit. arc commenced; and the father’s right not being 
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and there being the commencement of the bridegroom’s 
right, the son may reasonably belong to him; but it is 
consistent with reason that when the father’s right is com¬ 
plete (over the damsel), the son born of her becomes the 
son of the maternal grandfather. The same is also the 
meaning of the text of Manu (para. I):—A damsel, who has 
been declared to be given, but whose marriage ceremony 
lias not been completed, continues a maiden, because the 
status of the intended bridegroom’s wife has not been ac¬ 
quired ; a son sprung from such a maiden daughter is called 
by the name of the maiden-born son and belongs to the 
husband i. c. to the person by whom she is married: lieuce 
the phrase “in her father’s house” is consistent as support¬ 
ing this meaning, for immediately after the marriage she 
enters the husband’s house. The passage of the Mitfik- 
shani also (on this subject) bears the same meaning : “ un¬ 
married” i, e. whose marriage ceremony is not commenced, 
married i. e. whose marriage ceremony has commenced ; 
—the past participle in the word “ married” udkd is used 
in the sense that the act is commenced, but not in the 
sense that the act is completed. But if the marriage cere¬ 
mony of a damsel has been completed, then a son pro¬ 
created on her by a gallant of equal class, becomes the 
secret-born son: hence it is said,—“ one begotten seeretly 
in the house” L e. born in the husband’s house without his 
knowledge. 

7. Twice married women are of two descriptions: 
the first is one who was not deflowered on her first mar- 
riago, and is espoused by another; and the second is one 
who lias, previously to the marriage, been polluted by in¬ 
tercourse with the other sex. One born of such a. woman 
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a son born of her is the son of the twice-married woman, 
and it i s clear that he belongs to his natural father.” 
Vasishtha and Vishnu say :—“ The fourth is the son of the 
twice-married woman.” His being the fourth is agree¬ 
ably to the order stated by them. 

8. He, whom the mother with her husband’s assent 
or the father gives to another, becomes his adopted son ; 
thus Manu says :—“ That son whom his mother or father 
affectionately gives with water, at a time of distress, and 
who is alike (by class) is known as the adopted son.” By 
specifying “ at a time of distress,” it is indicated that the 
giver incurs sin in the absence of distress ; the mother and 
the father (may give) separately or jointly; the term 
“ with water,” indicates the mode of gift and acceptance ; 
“ alike” means equal in class ; “ affectionately” (pritisan* 
yuktamj is an adverb. 

An only son shall neither be given nor accepted. So 
Vasishtha ordains,—“ A person, produced from the virile 
seed and the uterine blood, is an effect whereof the mother 
and the father are the cause: the mother and tho father 
are competent to give, to sell, or to abandom him. But let 
no one give or accept an only son, since he is to continue 
the line of the ancestors. Let not a woman, however, givo 
or accept a son unless with the assent of her husband.” 

Some say that the adoption of a son by a woman 
without the assent of her husband, being prohibited 
iu this text, the sou taken by a widow whose hus¬ 
band died without giving authority does not become an 
adopted son. This is not tenable ; since a soilless person 
has no access to heaven, and the procreation of a son is 
ordained to be necessary, therefore the permission which 
he was bound under the Sastras to give, is not to be consi¬ 
dered as wanting in such a case. Nor can it bo said that 
thus the portion, namely, “ unless with the assent of her 
husband”—would be useless, inasmuch as there is no case 
to be excluded, arid as the authority which a person is 
bound under the Sastras to give, is in all cases necessary 
(and so assumed as given). Because the prohibition is 
le velled against a woman who wishes to adopt a son for 
her own sake, when her husband who is desirous of having 
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mok^ha or freedom from tlie necessity of repeated deaths 
and births, or who has a son by another wife, cannot 
possibly give an authority to adopt. So it is declared,— 
If one among all the wives of the same person be mother 
of a son, then all of them becomes, by that son, mothers 
of male issue: this is ordained by Manu.” The purpose 
for which a son is desired, namely, the performance of 
srdddha &c. being served by the son of a co-wife, no son 
need bo adopted by such a woman without the assent of 
her husband. The purport is, that in such a case, the 
object of both (the husband and the wife) is accomplished 
by that son , since he being the cluvusu , is the principal 
son to the husband, while to the wife, he is a subsidiary 
son, like an adopted son; hence another son shall not bo 
taken in adoption without the permission of the husband. 
Eut in reality the meaning of the part,—“ unless with the 
assent of her husband,”—is, that while the husband is 
alive, a son shall not be adopted by the wife without the 
pei mission of the husband ; because the following text,— 
if among 1 uterine brothers, one becomes father of a son, 
then all ot them become by that son, fathers of malo issue: 
this has been declared by Manu”—which is similar to the 
previous text,—(If one among all the wives &c.)—has 
been explained in the Mitakshara and the Smritichandrikd 
to mean that when a brother’s son is available for making 
a subsidiary son, such as an adopted son, any other shall 
not be made a substitutionary son. 

But when the husband is dead, the assent of those 
only is necessary, on whom she is dependent. In this 
view, the object of the prohibition becomes reasonable, 
therefore, although the husband be deceased without giv- 
1 "'’ permission to adopt, still an adoption by the widow is 
no invalid. The reason also for putting the interpreta- 
“' r ' n< . l0Q (-d above on the two texts of Manu—has been 
llm in + 10 i ^i^hshari itself, thus :—“ Otherwise in 
_ fm( i "“ m «ly,—-* The wife and the daughters also &c.’ 

which refer C to r ir? ^ * TT? T?° Ut 

AnviUuiu ,r* Uie heirs who take the property of one 
brother’s * HHUO r—the declaration of the succession of the 
l 1 wift. & ' ! . WM 1,10 “fcp-son respectively, in default of 
1J ‘ ’ Uk 111 default of the husl land &c., would be 
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in conflict with the above texts.” This will be dealt with 
in detail while explaining the texts. 

Although there may be many sons, still the eldes'; 
shall not be given in adoption; for in the text,—“ As 
soon as the eldest is born, a man becomes father of a son” 
—he is declared to be preferable in performing the duties 
of a son. 

The reason being equal, the prohibition in respect of 
an only son and the eldest son, applies to the cases of the 
son bought, the son self-given, and the son made. Hence 
in the anecdote of Harischandra in the Bahbricha Brail* 
mana, there is found a suggestion of the prohibition in 
respect of the eldest son in the case of the sou bought:— 
“ Ho, on taking the eldest son, said.” 

The mode of accepting a son is propounded by 
Vasislitha,—“ A person being about to adopt a son shall 
take an unremote kinsman, or a near relation of a kins¬ 
man, having convened his kindred and announced his 
intention to the king, having performed the hoinam with 
recitation of the hymns denominated vy&kriti in the 
middle of the dwelling-house.” Here by the term “ un¬ 
remote kinsman” is intended, the exclusion of one who 
is remote by country and language. Similarly, in the 
cases of the son bought and the like, for the reason is the 
same. In the Kalpataru, however, the text is read as— 
adurabdndhuvam asannikrishtam eva, and is explained thus: 
adurabandhavam, (rendered above into an uuromote kins¬ 
man), means, one whose maternal uncle &c. are near; 
asannikrishtam, rqeans, ono whoso virtues and defects are 
unknown; eva means even. And helms written the follow¬ 
ing as the remaining portion of the text of Vasislitha :—. 
“ But if a doubt arise, let him set apart like a Sudra 
one whose kindred are remote, for it is declared (in the 
Vedas), ‘many are saved by one,’ ’’—and explained thus : 

‘ But if a doubt arise/ i. e., should a doubt with respect to 
his caste arise, on account of his kinsmen not being near, 

‘ let him set apart like a Sudra’ destitute of initiation: the 
intention is that even a Sudra may be a son adopted. 

9 11 A son bought is one who was sold by them,”— 

(C bj' them,” *• the mother and the father : that is, 
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one given to another by tlio mother with the husband’s 
assent, or by the father, on receipt of price; ‘ except¬ 
ing an only son and the eldest son, at a time of dis¬ 
tress,’—is also to be inserted (in the definition); ho 
must be one of the same class, by reason of the concluding 
text, — “ This law is propounded by me in regard to sons 
equal in class.” As for the text of Manu, — “ He, who is 
purchased from tho mother and tho father to become a 
son, is the purchaser’s son bought, whether similar or 
dissimilar,”—that is interpreted,—“whether similar or 
dissimilar” in good qualities, but not dissimilar in class, 
for there would be conflict with the text,—“ This law is 
propounded, &c.” Also Bnudhayana says,—“ He, who 
being purchased from the mother and the father, or from 
either, is taken for progeny, is the son bought.” 

10 . “ A son made is one” of an equal class, “ who” 
having been induced by the show of money, field, &c., is 
asked—‘ be you my son,’ and “ is adopted by the man him¬ 
self” who is desirous of having male issue ; provided that lie 
is destitute of the mother and the father, for if they be alive 
he cannot, by reason of his dependence on them, become 
another’s son. Also Manu and Vishnu say,—“When one 
alike (in class), capable of discriminating between right 
and wrong and possessed of the virtues of a son, is adopt¬ 
ed, he is to be known as tho son made” ;—“ alike,” i. e ., 
alike in class, “is adopted” by the mother and the father 
jointly or separately. 

11 . “ One who gives himself is self-given,” i. e., ono 
who himself has given himself to another, i. e., one who 
comes of his own accord by saying, ‘ I become your son,’ 
and is bereft of the mother and father, or is abandoned by 
them, is equal in class and is not degraded,—is called a 
self-given son. So Manu says,—“ Ho, who being bereft 
of the mother and the father or abandoned (by them) 
■without any cause, delivers himself to another, is pro¬ 
nounced his self- given son” ;—“ abandoned,” i. c., by the 
mothi i and the father at a time of famine or the like, on 
account of inability to afford maintenance, &e., “ without 
any cause ’ such UH degradation,—that is to say, inde¬ 
pendent, (so that lie cun give himself). 
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12. “ One received, while yet in the womb, is a ^on 
received with a bride,” i. e., one, who is in the- wom'u, 
being begotton by a gallant of equal class in the unmarried 
state of a damsel, and is received or viuna,—vinna being 
the past participle of vid, to get,—when she is married in 
the pregnant state,—is called one received with a bride, 
and becomes the husband’s son. So Manu says, “ A\ hen 
a pregnant damsel is espoused, whether known or not 
known (to be so), the child in the womb belongs to the 
husband and is called the son received with a bride.” 
Also Vishnu says,—“The seventh is the son received 
with a bride; he is the son of a damsel married when 
pregnant, and belongs to the husband.” “ The seventh,” 
i. c., with reference to the order in which the enumeration 
is made by the sage. 

13. “ He, who is taken for adoption, having been 
forsaken (by the parents), is a deserted son,” i. c., ono who 
is abandoned by the mother and the father, and is taken 
by a person desirous of having male issue,—becomes son 
of the taker, and is called a deserted son. These two 
must be alike in class. Likewise, Vishnu also says,— 
“ The eleventh is the deserted son, belonging to him by 
whom he is taken, having been forsaken by the father and 
the mother.” Vasisktha says,—“ The fifth is the deserted 
son, who is taken, having been forsaken by the mother 
and the father.” “The eleventh” and “the fifth” place 
is agreeably to the order in which enumeration is made by 
the two sages respectively. 

14. The son of a Sddra woman, however, who is 
called pitrasava, and is enumerated by Manu among tho 
subsidiary sons, is not mentioned by Ydjnavalkya; inas¬ 
much as the sage lays down a restrictive rule in the shape 
of the conclusion contained in the text,—“This law is 
propounded by me in respect of sons equal in class,”— 
and as he can, by no means, be considered as equal in 
class. Hence, tho sage speaks of such a son in tho text,— 

« One begotton even on a female slave &c. (§ 22),” since 
a sou of a twice-born by a Sudra woman, cannot succeed 
to his paternal property even in default of other sons. 
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This will bo resumed. Likewise, Manu says ,—“ The son 
wLom a Brahmana impelled by passion begets on a woman 
of the servile class, is a carcass though living and there¬ 
fore called a pdrasava , (a living carcass).” Also Baudha- 
yaua says,—“A pdrasava is one begotton on a woman of 
the servile class by a person belonging to the first of the 
regenerate tribes, impelled by passion.” 


15. Of these (twelve descriptions of sons,) those 
described after the ourasa or legitimate son are subsidiary 
sons, but the aurasa alone is the principal one. Accord¬ 
ingly Manu says,—“ These eleven (kinds of sons,) begin¬ 
ning with the wife’s son, as have been described above, 
are declared by the wise substitutes of sons—for failure of 
the object.”—The term “ for failure of the object,” i. e. 
for failure of the object of marriage &c.—forms the reason 
for substitution. But in the Smritichandrika it has been 
explained thus,—The wise, i. e. the sages apprehending, in 
default of the legitimate son, the extinction of the ceremo¬ 
nies of the sracldha and the like that might be performed 
by him, have declared the eleven substitutionary sons, as 
what should be adopted. Vrihaspati says,—“ Thero are 
thirteen kinds of sous, that are described by Manu in the 
order of priority: of them the legitimate son perpetuates 
the lineage, the appointed daughter and the rest,”—this 
text has been explained by adding,— { are declared as what 
should bo made subsidiary sons.’ Vrihaspati declares,—• 
“ As in the absence of clarified butter, the linseed oil is 
declared by the virtuous, as the substitute, so are the 
eleven descriptions of sons, in the absence of tire legitimate 
soil and the appointed daughter.” In the Brahmapurana, 
(it is said):—“ The son given, the son self-given, the son 
made, as well also the son purchased, and the deserted son 
are always to be maintained : those that belong to a differ- 
ent yotra or family, present distinct oblations, and perpe- 
ua e a diuemit lineago, become impure for three days on 
. io occasions ot birth and death, as well of those that give 
ooi am ruunont as of those to whom the seed and the 
hoi >o ong. I ho Yipras have rarely a pdrasava son of the 
seivi o > in i a class. But persons of the royal class, that is, 
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is always engaged in warfare, have sometimes these; if 
there bo neither the legitimate son nor the appointed 
daughter, then they have eleven sons of different descrip¬ 
tions beginning with the wife’s son, who, however, merely 
perpetuate the lineage; all of them perform like a slave, 
their sraddha &c. on the specified occasions. The secret- 
born son, the maiden-born son, the son received with a 
pregnant bride, the wife’s son and the son of the twice- 
married woman, these five, the wealthy Vaisyas may not 
have even for fear of punishment from the king ; they may 
have all the rest. The Siidras whoso occupation is service, 
who depend upon others for livelihood, and whose person 
is under the control of others, can have no son anywhere ; 
therefore of a male slave and a female slave, none but a 
slave can spring.” 

16. Having thus determined the nature of these 
sons, their right to heritage is now determined, on this 
Yogisvara says, —“ In default of the preceding one among 
these, every succeeding one is the giver of the pin da and 
the taker of the heritage.” Inasmuch as a distributive 
sense is indicated by the term “ every succeeding one,” 
the term “ the preceding one,” also, is to bo taken in a 
distributive sense. 

17. When there are a legitimate son and the son 
of an appointed daughter, then agreeably to the abovo 
test it would follow that the son of the appointed daugh¬ 
ter is not entitled to the heritage while there is the 
legitimate son, but Manu propounds an exception (to the 
above rule,) in the text,—“ A daughter having been 
appointed, if a son be afterwards born, the division of 
heritage must in that case be oqual; since a woman has no 
right to specific deductions for seniority.” Also Vrihas- 
pati says,'—“ l he legitimate son alone is pronounced to 
be the owner of the paternal property; an appointed 
dainditer is declared to be equal to him ; the other sons, 
however, are to be maintained.'’ Nor is it reasonable to 
say that if the son ot the appointed daughter be born first — 
(in point of time) and subsequently the legitimate son 
bo born, then because the son of the appointed daughter 
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is the eldest by birth and not a female, he is therefore 
entitled to specific deductions for seniority. Since he 
holds the status of a son’s son, as is declared by Manu in 
the text,'—“ When a daughter, appointed or not appointed 
to raise issue, gives birth to a son begotten by a man of 
equal class; in that son, the maternal graudsire has a 
son's son; let him present oblations and take the heri¬ 
tage;”—“ has a son’s son,” since the appointed daughter 
is a. (subsidiary) son, hence her son though a daughter’s 
son is a son’s son. And since it is nowhere declared that 
a sou’s son is entitled to a greater share (than a son) by 
reason of seniority. Nor can it be said that this is "in con¬ 
flict with the text,—“ The son that will be born of her 
shall be my son,”—as it affirms sonship of the son of an 
appointed daughter. Because the above meaning bein<>- 
in conflict with Manu, this text must be explained as in° 
tending the term son in a secondary sense on account of 
his being the giver of oblations. As the term son is ap¬ 
plied to an appointed daughter in a secondary sense she 
being not a male child, so also to the son begotten by an 
appointed daughter who is begotten by a man himself; 
since although he is male ho is not begotten by the man 
himself, and since the term ‘ son’ primarily signifies a male 
child begotten by a man himself. 

18. Likewise it would follow from that (text of Yo- 
gisvara § 16), that other sons too are not entitled to any 
share, should there be the next preceding son; but an 
exception is ordained by Vasishtha in the text,—“Ifa 
legitimate son be born after a son has been adopted, the 
son given is entitled to a quarter share.” Here the term 
“ * mi given” is indicative of others also, such as a son 
bought, for they are equally adopted; accordingly Kfitya- 
yaiui says,—if a legitimate son be born, the rest of the 
sons are entitled to a quarter share provided they be savar- 
«" (ot the stone class); but if they be asavarna (of a differ- 
rp!" they are entitled to food and raiment only.” 

. meaning of the text of Katyayana is this : savarna , i. e. 
“ ' Vl t: . H *" n ' *ho son given &c., they are entitled to a 
qiui i h mi e when there is a legitimate son ; asavarna, i. e. 
the uuu 1 " son, the secret-horn son, the son received 
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with a pregnant bride and the son of the twice-married 
woman ; these however, arc not entitled even to a quarter 
share,when there is a legitimate son, but are entitled to 
food and raiment. Accordingly Vishnu prohibits the parti¬ 
cipation of a quarter share by a maiden-born son and the 
like, if there be a legitimate son, in the text,—“ But the 
maiden-born son, the secret-born son, the son received 
with a pregnant bride and the son of the twice-married 
woman are not preferable; they are not at all entitled to 
participate in the pinda and the heritage.” In default of 
the legitimate son &c., the maiden-born son &c., are 
certainly entitled to take the paternal property in its 
entirety, by reason of the text—“ In default of the pre¬ 
ceding one among these, every succeeding one &c.,” (§16.) 
As for the text of Mauu, viz —“ The legitimate son alone 
is the master of the paternal estate; but for the sake of 
humanity, he shall allow sufficient maintenance to the 
rest,”—that also is to be explained to prohibit the quarter 
share in case the son given and the like be inimical to the 
legitimate son and devoid of good qualities; and to refer to 
the maiden-born son &e., since they being declared (in 
the text of Katyayana) to be entitled to food and raiment 
only, this text should be taken to be based upon the same 
foundation. 

Again Manu himself has declared that the wife’s son 
is entitled to a fifth or sixth share,—-“Let the legitimate 
son, when dividing the paternal heritage, allot to the 
wife’s son a fifth or a sixth share out of the patrimony.” 
The distinction is, that a sixth share should be allotted to 
him, if there bo both animosity (towards the legitimate 
son) and want of good qualities; and a fifth, if there be 
either of those defects. But the quarter share for the son 
of an appointed daughter, whom Manu has declared to be 
entitled to an equal share, and the third share for the 
wife’s son who has been declared to be entitled to a fifth 
or sixth share, as mentioned in the, passage of the Brah- 
mapurana, namely, “The legitimate son though next 
born, ’is entitled to the entire patrimony; the wife’s son 
takes a third share; and the son of the appointed daughter, 
a fourth,”—are* to be considered to refer to a sou of the 
appointed daughter who is utterly devoid of good qualities 
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and is of a differeftt class, and to a son of the wife who is 
highly endowed with good qualities and friendly to the 
legitimate son. 

In order to show that, in default of the legitimate son, 
the son given takes the entire estate, Manu has set about 
the text,—“But if the son given of a person be endowed 
with all good qualities, he shall certainly take the estate of 
that person,—though accepted from a different gotra or 
family,”—the particle ‘ though’ signifies, and a fortiori 
if accepted from the same gotra or family. The very same 
sage has prohibited the taking by the son given of the 

property belonging to the natural father, in the text,_ 

“ A given son must not claim the family and the estate of 
the natural father . to him who gives away his son in 
adoption, the ambrosial pinda which follows the family and 
the estate is lost.” The pinda which the giver would! have 
received from that son is lost to him; “ ambrosial,” i. e. 
causing satisfaction to the manes of ancestors,—is the adi 
junct of pinda ; “ which follows the family and the estate,” 
embodies the reason. 

The following text relative to the given son alone and 
showing his right to a quarter share when there is a legi¬ 
timate son, is declared by Vasislitha,—“ If after he has 
been taken in adoption a legitimate son be born, the given 
son takes a quarter share.” A text of Kiityayana has 
already been cited (para. 1) which is applicable also to the 
son bought and the like. That text is read in the Kalpa- 
taru,—“are entitled to a third share;” and if this reading 
be correct, then that text is to be explained to mean that 
the participation of a third share takes place in case the 
son aiven and the like are endowed with more good quali¬ 
ties than the legitimate spn. 

Manu himself lias declared also the equal participation 
of the wile’s son with a legitimate son, in the texts,—“ If 
a younger brother begets a son on the wife of an elder 
not jer, then the distribution in such a case shall be 
cqua. , us is the settled law. The (wife’s son who is) 
m ci ioi, t unnot get i n right of the superior; the father 
is superior on account of pro-creation, therefore (the 
w.fes son) M,all legally take the aforesaid share, lie, 
^ hu pto ce s i te estate and the wife of a deceased brother, 
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shall after generating a son to the brother, make over his 
estate to him. If there be a legitimate son and a wife’s 
son entitled to the property of the same father, each shall 
take what belonged to his natural father, and not the 
other ” The legitimate son being the subject commenced, 
although it seems that the equal participation of the wife’s 
son is mentioned relatively to the legitimate son, still be¬ 
cause the meaning that is suggested by the context cannot 
be adopted should there be conflict of texts, therefore it is to 
be understood that the above text means the participation 
of a share equal to that of the natural father. Hence in 
the subsequent passage the superiority of the natural father 
is set forth. Also by the text,—“ he shall, after gene¬ 
rating a son to the brother &c.,”—it is declared that he 
shall give him the property of him to whom the wife s son 
belongs, i. e. such a son being the representative of the 
brother shall take a share equal to his. 

Similarly are to bo anyhow reconciled the texts of 
Vrihaspati and other sages, which declare greater or lesser 
shares for the wife’s son &c. Thus Vrihaspati says, 
u The other five or six sons beginning with the wife’s son 
are equal shares.” Harfta ordains,One about to dis¬ 
tribute shall allot one-twenty-first to the nnudcn-born son, 
one-twentieth to the son of a twice-married woman, one- 
nineteenth to the son of two fathers, one-eighteenth to the 
wife’s son, one-seventeenth to the son of an appointed 
daughter; and the rest shall be given to the legitimate 
son.” In the Brahmapurana it is said, “ A legitimate son 
though next born (or begotten on a woman of inferior class) 
tiikes th© entire estate, the wife’s son takes n tlmcl pint, the 
.son of an appointed daughter a fourth, the son made a 
fifth share, the secret-born son a sixth, the deserted son a 
seventh share, the maiden-born son an eighth share, the 
son received with a pregnant bride a ninth part, the son 
bought gets a tenth, the son of a twice-married woman, 
however obtains the next, the self-given son a twelfth ; 
but the son of a Siidra woman, a thirteenth part of the 
paternal property ; a person of the same cjotra or a virtuous 
student (shall take the remainder).” Here with every 
n i 0 „„ c i, n „id be construed, ‘ when there is a legitimate 
su|1 ^ j '. roa son of the text,—“ In default of the preceding 
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one among these, every succeeding one &c.,” (§16.) It lias 
previously been shown (para. 2) to what case is applicable 
the first verse of the above passage, namely, “ A legitimate 
son &c ” The reconciliation of the others also is to be 
made as is proper according to the local customs or agree¬ 
able to a comparison of the qualities. 


19. Manu has divided the sons into two sets of six, 
and declared that the first six are heirs (dayddasj and 
kinsmen, and that the latter six are not heirs but kinsmen 
as in the text,—“ The legitimate son and the wife’s son 
also, the son given and the son made, the secret-born son 
and the deserted son, these six aro heirs (ddyudas ) and 
kinsmen: the maiden-born son, the son received with a 
pregnant bride, the son bought, likewise the son of a twice- 
married woman, the self-given son and the son of a Sudra 
woman, those six are not heirs but Kinsmen.” The mcan- 
ing of this text is as follows :—In default of any near heir 
of the sapmdas and the samdnodakas of their father, the 
first six are entitled to their estate, but the latter six are 
not entitled to the same; but the division into those that 
are heirs ( ddyudas ) to the father and those that are not so, 
would not be reasonable, because the right of all tho sons in 
default of the preceding one, to take the property of the 
father is equal, by reason of the text,—“ In default of the 
preceding one among these &c.,” (§16); and because the 
text,—“ Neither the brothers nor the parents but the sons 
take the estate of the father,”—which is declared after tho 
text,—“The legitimate son alone is the master of the 
paternal property”—establishes that all the subsidiary sons 
are entitled to take the paternal property ; and because 
the term dnydda is mostly applied to heirs'other than the 
in many texts such as,—“ Shall compel even the da- 
yadus to give ; ! but the status of kinsman, i. e. the qualifica- 
n01 ' ' performing the ceremonies of offering libations of 
wa.t i c< )y reason of being sapirula or samduodaka, is 
common to both ll, e sets of six. 

>U uita says,—“ Six are kinsmen and heirs ; the son 
a go ( n jy u iiiHn himself on his chaste wife, the wife’s 
son. ic son o thu twice-married woman, the maiden-born 
son, > )C son o the appointed daughter, and one secretly 
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bora in the house are kinsmen and heirs: the son given, 
the son bought, the deserted son, the son received with 
a pregnant bride, the son self-given and tiie son found 
by chance are not heirs of kinsmen .”—“ The son be¬ 
gotten by a man himself on his chaste wife,” means the 
legitimate son; “ the son found by chance” is one that is 
bereft of the mother, father &c., and is suddenly found by 
a person who, after satisfying him says ,—‘ be you my son,’ 
and so adopts him,—that is to say, the son made. 

Now here the conflict with Manu is clear. Because 
by him, the maiden-boi'n son and the son of the twice- 
married woman are enumerated among those that are not 
heirs to kinsmen; while by Harita among those that 
are kinsmen as well as heirs: again the son given, the son 
made and the deserted son are reversely enumerated. 
Hence the conflict is to be removed thus; their appli¬ 
cability is to be determined with reference to qualities 
such as equality in class, or with reference to local customs. 

Baudhayana, however, concurs with Manu in what he 
says (about this subject) in the text,—“ The legitimate 
son, the son of the appointed daughter, the wife’s son, the 
son given, the son made, the secret-born son and tho de¬ 
serted son are pronounced to be heirs: the maiden-born 
son, the son received ■with a pregnant bride, the son 
bought, likewise the son of the twice-married woman, the 
self-given son and the son of a Sudra woman are pronounced 
to be kinsmen.” 

Devala, having described the legitimate son, the son 
of the appointed daughter, the wife’s son, the maiden-born 
son, the secret-born son, the deserted son, the son received 
with a pregnant bride, the son of tho twice-married 
woman, the son given, the self-given son, the son made 
and the son bought, says,—“ These twelve sons are de¬ 
clared for the sake of issue: some aro sprung from 1 
himself, some aie sprang from another 5 some are ac¬ 
quired and others become sons independent of any ex¬ 
ertion. Of these, the first six are heirs to kinsmen, the 
latter six are so to the father alone: a distinction also 
among the 8 ? ns according to the priority in the order of 
enumeration is 01 darned : all these sons indeed are consi¬ 
dered entitled to take the heritage of one having no legifci* 
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mate son; but should a legitimate son be subsequently 
born, they have no right on account of seniority : ot these 
sons, those that are equal in class take a third share ; but 
those inferior in class, shall remain dependent upon him, 
receiving food and raiment.”—Of the sons enumerated, it 
is clear who are sprung from himself and so forth. 

Narada also says,—“ The legitimate son, the wife’s son, 
the son of the appointed daughter, the maiden-born son, 
the son received with a pregnant bride, likewise the secret- 
born son, the son of the twice-married woman, the de¬ 
serted son, the son given, the son bought, likewise the son 
made, and the self given son; these are pronounced to be 
the twelve descriptions of sons. Of these, six are kinsmen 
and heirs; and six are not heirs but kinsmen. Each, 
according to the priority in order, is considered as su¬ 
perior ; and the next in order, as inferior. On the death 
of the father, they succeed to his estate according to 
their order: on default of the superior let the inferior 
fake the estate.” 

Manu says,—“ On failure of the superior, the in¬ 
ferior in order is entitled to. the heritage ; but if there be 
many equal, all become sharers ol the estate.” 

Yrihaspati says,—“ The son given, the deserted son, 
the son bought, the son made and likewise the son of a 
tiudra woman; all these when pure in class, are considered 
as sons of middle rank, entitled to the heritage: the wife’s 
son is ceusured by the virtuous, so likewise are the son of 
the twice-married woman, the maiden-born son, the son 
received with a pregnant bride and the secret-born son.” 

Ilarita says,—“ The son of a Sudra woman, the self- 
given son, and the son purchased ; all these who are pro¬ 
nounced kinsmen uro undoubtedly /cAndapris/itha ; there is 
no doubt that, inasmuch as he having left his own family 
joins a different family, therefore by reason of that miscon¬ 
duct. ho is culled kundujwishtha. 

Yarns -ays,—“ The son given at a time of distress, 
the self-given son and the son of a Vaishnavi, all these three 
described by Mann are Mndapriihtha; since the family is 
culled the lu'uula , and they left their previous family. But 
lot him who is eldest remain in the family, lie, wiio 
having h ft Ins own funiily, betakes himself to a different 
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family is considered as handaprlshtha on account of tlin 
misconduct.”—In the Kalpataru it is said that Vaislinavi 
means a Sudra woman. 

20 . In the following text, Yogisvara lays down a 
restrictive rule in the shape of the conclusion of what has 
been said,—“ This law propounded by me refers to sons 
equal in class.”—This law which is propounded by me in 
the text,—“ In default of the preceding one among these, 
every succeeding one &c.,”—is to bo understood to refer 
to the wife’s son &c., that belong to the same class with 
the father, and not to those of a different class. Of them 
the maiden-born son, the secret-born son, the son received 
with a pregnant bride and the son of the twice-married 
woman can be of the same class, through their natural 
father ; for they themselves have not the distinctive feature 
of the pure and mixed classes. Since Yogisvara himself 
having discriminated the pure and mixed classes, says, 

“ This law is declared to refer to married women.” 

The sons sprung from a father of a superior class and 
a mother of an inferior class,—and belonging to the mixed 
classes such as the Murdh&bhishikta, are included under 
the definition of the legitimate ; hence the mode of par¬ 
tition by them has been declared by the text,—“ The sons 
of a Brahmana have four shares or three or two or ono 
according to the class &c.,” (Part 1, § 25, para. 1.) Con¬ 
sequently, it is on their default, that the wife’s son and the 
rest are entitled to the paternal estate. 

21 . The son of a S6dra woman, however, although 
legitimate, is not entitled to take the entire paternal pro¬ 
perty, notwithstanding tho delimit of other sons. Accor¬ 
dingly, Manu says,—“ Whether ono has a son or is desti¬ 
tute of a son, let him not, according to law, give moro than , 
a tenth to a son by a Sudra woman.” Whether one bias 

a son by a wife of equal class or destitute of sons by 
a wife of equal class; when he is dead let not his 
wife’s son &c., or any other heir give to a son by a Sudra 
woman moro than a tenth out ot his pi'oporty. Prom this 
text it appeal's that in delaqlt of a sou by a with of equal 
class, a sou by a Ksliatriya or a Vuisva wife, takes I lie 
entire paternal property. As tor the right of a son by a 
17 


/ 


NIINfSr^ 


VfliAMITRODAYA. 



<SL 

[Chap. U. Pt. II. 


S6dra woman to take one share, declared by Yogfsvara 
and other sages in texts like,—“ The sons of a Bralimana, 
according to the class, take four shares, or three, or two, or 
one &c.,”—that is to be understood to refer to a Sudra 
woman’s son of a very good character ; since, otherwise,, 
there would be conflict with Manu. And the text of Manu, 
namely,—“ A son of a Bralimana, a Ksliatriya or a Vaisya, 

by a Sudra woman, is not entitled to take the heritage ”_ - 

has already been explained. 


23. A special rule is propounded by Yainavalkva 
with regard to the partition of the property of a Sudra, in 
the text, One begotten by a person of the servile class, 
even on a female slave takes a share by the choice (of the 
father); when the father is dead, let the brothers make 
him partaker of a half share: when there is no brother, 
lot him take the whole, provided there be no daughter’s 
son. _ A son begotten on a female slave by a °Siidra 
obtains a share by the choice of the father: after the 
lather s death, however, let the brothers, i. e., the sons by a 
Sudra woman lawfully wedded, make him, i. e ., the son of 
the female slave, partaker of a share equal to half of their 
own share. Hero from the plural number (in brothers) 
it should not be erroneously concluded that every one must 
give half of his share ; for if that were so, then one having- 
many brothers would get a much larger portion of the pro¬ 
perty than they, and that would be very unreasonable : 
but the sons by a Sudra woman, each take a half share of 
what is allotted to a legitimate son ; the singular number 
(him) and the plural number (brothel's) indicate the 
class and the individual. But in default of a son by a law¬ 
fully wedded Siidra woman and of his sons &c., the son 
ot a female slave, also, gets the entire property of the 
bndra father; this appears to be the purport. 

-v.b From the use of the term “ a person of the 

mm ' w’tT (i V Yk j ,iaval kya’s text, § 22) it appears that 
(11 . c<lT . . ,'>y a twice-born person on a female slave, 

li ' notwi ^standing the desire of the father, get a 
oiitire nroneit" 1 death; the taking of his 

only to maintenance. provided he bo not disobedient. 


CHAPTER III. 


jw a w of Succession 

TO THE ESTATE OF A FEltSON SEPARATED AND NOT RE-UNITED. 


PART I. 

§ 1.— General rule of succession.—2. The wife’s succession ; wives of dif¬ 
ferent classes ; effect of marriage in different forms ; her l ight to per¬ 
form religious ceremonies, and to take the entire estate.—3. Limitation 
of her right; two texts of K&tyuyana, interpretation of these by the 
author of Smritichandrikd ; that by Jimutavahana, stated and criticized ; 
conclusion.—Other texts on the priority of the wife’s succession.— 
5. Texts in conflict with these.—6. v Reconciliation by Dharesvara.— 
7. Criticized.—S. Reconciliation by Srikara ; criticized.—9. Ano¬ 
ther reconciliation ; criticized.—10- Reconciliation by the author. 

LI. The term “ sonldss” in texts on succession explained; sapinda 
relationship explained.—Jimutavahana’s objection to the above 
reconciliation, stated at length.—13. The same criticized; re-union 
explained; chaste widows entitled to maintenance only when the hus¬ 
band is unseparated. 

1 . Now are mentioned those, who, in default of the 
principal and subsidiary sons, are entitled to take tho 
estate of one who is deceased, degraded, gone to retire¬ 
ment or the like. 

On this Yogis vara says,—“ The wife fpatnt) and tho 
daughters also, the parents, brothers likewise, their sons, 
the "gentiles (gotraja), cognates fbancl/iuj, a pupil, the 
fellow student : in the absence of the preceding one, every 
succeeding one is indeed heir to the estate of a soilless 
person, who departed for heaven. This rule extends to all 
classes!” The meaning is : The wife and the rest shall, 
a 'Teeably to the order in which they are mentioned, *. c. y 
in the absence of eac ^ 1 preceding one, the next succeed- 

inrr one take tho estate of a person who departed Ibr 

heaven ' i. * s leased, and is sunless, i e,, destitute 
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the twelve kinds of sons previously described ; this rule 
is to be understood to apply to all, i. e ., the mixed classes 
whether they are sprung from a high-caste father and a 
low-caste mother, or from a low-caste father and a liigh- 
caste mother,—as well as to the (four principal) classes, 
such as the Br&hmana. 

2 . First of all th & patni or the lawfully wedded wife 
takes the estate. The term patni itself signifies a woman 
espoused in the prescribed form of marriage, agreeably to 
the Aphorism of Panini ,— i( The term pati (husband) is 
changed into patni (meaning the correlative) implying rela¬ 
tion through a sacrifice.” The singular number (in the term 
paint in Yogisvara’s text, § 1 ) implies the class ; hence if a 

person leaves more wives than one, then all of them,_first 

those of the same class (with the husband) and after them 
those of a different class,—shall take the husband’s pro¬ 
perty dividing the same amongst themselves. 

From the use of the term patni (in Y&jnavalkya’s text, 
§ 1) it appears that a wife espoused in the dmra or the like 
(disapproved) form of marriage has no right to tako the pro¬ 
perty when there is another wife espoused in a lawful form 
of marriage. To this effect is the following passage of 
law,— u A woman, however, who is purchased by giving 
price, is not to be considered as a patni; for neither 
in a sacrifice in honor of the gods, nor in one in honor 
of the departed ancestors she (can be the companion of 
her husband, i. e. } the purchaser, when performing such a 
sacrifice): the poets (prophets or sages) look upon her as a 
female slave.”—In this text her status of a female slave is 
mentioned with the intention that she has not the light of 
becoming the indispensable companion in the performance 
of ceremonies having spiritual merit for their end, but not 
with the intention that intercourse w ith her is forbidden ; 
Jor she being espoused (though in a disapproved form), the 
objection of her being the wife of another man, cannot 
arise. Accordingly Jianu, having described the virtuous 
aiHi the vicious forms of marriage, declares that the virtues 
end s ices attach solely to the issue (of such marriages),— 
Jt aw do is espoused by a man in the blameless forms of 
marriage, t ho offspring becomes unblameablo j and if in the 
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reprehensible forms, the progeny becomes reprehensible; 
therefore the reprehensible forms should be studiously 
avoided.” The reprehensibility of the offspring, again, 
refers to the absence of good conduct and character, not, 
however, to exclusion from the castes pure or mixed ; for the 
sole fact of being begotten on a married woman by the 
man who marries her, determines the caste pure or mixed 
(of the offspring.) by reason of the text,— u This law is 
ordained with regard to married women.” Hence, by the 
text,—•“ For neither in a sacrifice in honor of the gods, 
nor in one in honor of the departed ancestoi’s she &c.”— 
the right to be the companion is prohibited. 

Accordingly it is indicated by the term .patni that the 
competency also, of performing the rites in honor of the 
ancestors, is a reason for the succession to the property of 
the husband. Hence Prajapati says that the estate of the 
husband may be taken 'only by a wife who is chaste and 
who is competent to associate with the husband in the 
performance of ceremonies enjoined in the Sruti and tho 
Smriti, as in the text,—“ Dying before the husband, a wife 
devoted to the husband partakes of his consecrated fire; 
but if the husband die before her, she takes his property : 
this is the primeval law.”' Also Vriddha Mann says,— 
“ The soilless wife (patni) alone, keeping unsullied the bed 
of her husband and persevering in religious observances, 
shall offer oblations to him and take his entire share.” 
With reference to this text, the author ot tho Smritichau- 
drika says, that since the order of reading ot the latter half, 
is opposed by tho order indicated by tho sense, therefore 
the widow first obtains his entire share and then presents 
oblations. This is to bo rejected. Beottuse nothing is 
intended to bo expressed by the order: the solo object of 
the text is to establish her right to both. Otherwise the 
funeral ceremonies would have to be postponed till tho 
share be obtained : but that is prohibited in various passages 
of law. Also because there would arise the objection of 
assuming some spiritual purpose. By the particle “ alone” 
in the term u the wife alone,” it is shown that even to tho 
performance of the funeral ceremonies of her sunless hus¬ 
band, she alone, like a son (had there been one) of her soil¬ 
less husband, is entitled, notwithstanding a brother and 
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tlic rest enumerated in the text ,— u The wife and the 
daughters also etc.” 

The very same meaning is expressed at length by 
Prajapati,—“ Having taken his moveable and immove¬ 
able property, the precious and the base metals, the grains, 
the liquids, and the clothes, let her duly offer his monthly, 
half yearly and other funeral oblations. With funeral 
repast and by pious liberality, let her honor the paternal 
uncle of her husband, the spiritual preceptor (of the pa¬ 
rents) and daughter’s sons, the children of the sisters, 
the maternal uncle, and also decrepit persons, guests 

and females (or the other wives of inferior status).”_ 

“ The base metals” are lead, tin and the like (i. e. other 
than gold and silver;) “funeral repast” signifies the food 
intended for the ancestors ; “ pious liberality” means 

reservoir of water and the like (works for public good) or 
the fees and the like (given to Brahmanas) for the perform¬ 
ance of a ceremony. What is intended is this : Having 
obtained the husband’s entire estate including even the 
immoveables, the patni should, under the superintendence 
of the husband’s relatives, perform the ceremonies con¬ 
ducive to the spiritual benefit of her husband and herself, 
(the ceremonies) which can be accomplished by wealth and 
which a female is competent to perform. 

The same sage declares that those that cause injury 
to her who conducts herself in this way are to bo punished 
as robbers,—“ The gentiles and the cognates, however, 
who become her adversaries or injure her property, let the 
king chastise by inflicting on them the punishment of a 
robber.” 

The following passage prohibitory of the taking by 
the point of immoveable property, is quoted in the Smriti- 
clmndrika as a text of Yrihaspati;—“ When the husband 
is separated, the pledge and various others that are recog¬ 
nised as property, the wife (,/dyu), after the death of her 
husband, obtains, excepting the immoveable.”—And in 
ruNler to prevent the inconsistency of this text with that of 
Irujapati, namely,— “Having taken his moveable and 
lmniovoablo &<*.”— it concluded that this refers to a 
wilo destitute of daughters, by rejecting the opinion of 
others, namely, that this passage refers either to a wife 
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without good character or to the property of an unsepara¬ 
ted husband,—as being contradictory to the remaining 
part of the above text, namely, — “Even when partition 
has been made, the wife fstrij , though preserving her cha¬ 
racter, is not entitled to immoveable property.” 

The author of the Madanaratna points out a defect in 
the above conclusion on the ground that the above text of 
Vrihaspati is an interpolation inasmuch as it is not. cited 
in the Mitalcshara, the Kalpataru, the Halayudha and the 
other commentaries,—but that the text of Prajapati, name¬ 
ly, —“ Having taken his moveable and immoveable &c.” 
—is a genuine one, since it is quoted in all the commenta¬ 
ries ; and characterizes the conclusion come to by the au¬ 
thor of the Smritichandrika to be unreasonable, being 
simply an emanation from his inner consciousness: and he 
himself forms the following reconciliation, supposing the 
text of Vrihaspati to be a genuine one, namely, that the 
taking of the entire property including the immoveable 
—refers to a wife espoused in the forms of marriage, 
called Brdhma and the like, inasmuch as the term patni is 
used in these texts; but that the text of Vrihaspati is rela¬ 
tive to a wife espoused in the A'sura or the like form of 
marriage, because the terms jfaja aud stri only are employ¬ 
ed in that text. 

This is refuted in the Smriticliandrikfc itself, in which 
it is said that a wife wedded in the A sura or the like form 
is not comprised by the term paint; and the texts also, in 
which the term jdyd and the like occur, refer to her ft. 
the pa/irij, inasmuch as these texts rest on the same foun¬ 
dation (with the texts in which the term paini is used). 
As for what is said, namely, that the conclusion arrived at 
by the author of the Smritichandrika is a dogmatic one,— 
that also is not tenable. Because, if there bo a daughter, 
then through her son there is a possibility of the enjoy¬ 
ment of immoveables, and of the spiritual benefit of the 
proprietor, therefore even the immoveables are taken (by 
the wife); but one that is destitute of daughter does not 
take the immovoablo property by reason of the absence of 
such possibility : in this therefore may consist the reason 
(for the above conclusion of the author of the Sinriti- 
chandrika). Accordingly it has been previously set forth 
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that without the consent of the sons the father has no 
right to alienate even his self-acquired property. 

3. As for what appears from the text of Katyayana, 
viz .—“ When the husband is dead, (the wife) preserving 
the honor of the family shall take the share of the husband 
for her life (or livelihood), not, however, the right to make 
gift, mortgage or sale,”—namely, that the wife succeeding 
to the property of the husband is entitled to mere main¬ 
tenance out of the estate, but has no right to make gift, 
mortgage or sale thereof;—that also refers to the want of 
right to make gifts to players, dancers, &c. for secular 
purposes. Because he (Katyayana) himself sets out her 
right to make gifts for spiritual purposes, also to mortgage 
or sell so mucli as is sufficient for such purposes, in the 
text,— 1 “ Persevering in religious observances and fasting, 
leading a life of austerity, and constantly engaged in the 
control of passion and in making gifts, (the widow) though 
sonless, ascends to heaven,”—from the phrase “ ascends to 
heaven” it appears that she has power to make gifts, &c., 
even in religious ceremonies that arc optional, and a forti¬ 
ori in those daily and occasional ceremonies which arc 
enjoined by tlio Bastras, and the omission whereof entails 
demerit. And because to the same effect is the text of 
Prajapati cited before, namely—“ Having taken the move¬ 
ables and immoveables &c.” The author of the Smriti.- 
chandrika, and others, say, that in this text too, the first 
(of tl ig series of duties) being enumerated, her power 
to perform the optional ceremonies (at the expense of her 
husband's property) follows. 

There is again another text of Katyayana himself, 
namely ,— u Let the son less (widow), preserving unsullied 
the bed other husband, and abiding with her venerable pro¬ 
tector, only enjoy (her husband’s property) being moderate 
until her death, after her, let the heirs (or co-heirs, day atlasJ 
take.” 

in interpreting this text the author of the Smriti- 
obandrik^ says ;—The meaning is, u let her being moder¬ 
ate/ /. c., patiently enduring any opposition, oilered by 
the Mi usl mi lid's) co-heirs fdayMas)^ to the application of the 
wealth, u enjoy until her death.” This again refers to 
such undivided property as the widow herself has taken 
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for her livelihood, when the father-in-law &c. being engag¬ 
ed in other pursuits are unable to afford protection, mainte¬ 
nance and the like ; for had it referred to divided property, 
it would have been contrary to the doctrine propounded by 
Manu and others. 

The oriental commentators, however, putting an in¬ 
terpretation which appears on the face of the text (of Ka- 
tyayana) say that the wife has ho power of making gift, 
mortgage, or the like (disposition) of her husband's pro¬ 
perty, in the following passage :— u 6 Abiding with her 
venerable protector,’ i. e ., with her father-in-law or the 
like (kinsman of her husband), let her only enjoy her hus¬ 
band’s estate during her life ; but let her not, according 
to her pleasure, deal with it as with stridhan by making a 
gift, mortgage, sale, or the like : after her, let the heirs, 
i. e ., the daughters and others who would be entitled to his 
property (in default of the wife), take the estate, but not the 
kinsmen; since they being inferior to the daughter See., 
ought not to exclude these : for the widow debars them 
(the daughter &c. from succession), and the absence oi tho 
obstacle (in the shape of the widow) is equal either in the 
case of the destruction, or in the caso of utter absence, 
of her right; they (the daughters _&c.) therefore cannot 
reasonably be excluded. Nor can it be said that “ let the 
heirs” to stridhm “ take,” for then there would be tauto¬ 
logy, inasmuch as Katyayana himself has declared m other 
tevis the heirs to stridhan. Hence those persons who, m 
the text,—“ The wife and the daughters also etc.'"—me m 
the absence of the preceding ones, exhibited as next heirs 
to the property of a soilless deceased person [" ho v>as se- 
1 mated and not re-united] shall, in like manner as they 
would have succeeded in case of the utter absence of the 
wife’s succession, succeed to the residue of the estate 
after her enjoyment, upon the demise of the wife in whom 
the succession had vested. At that time the succession of 
the daughters &c. is proper, since they confer greater spiri- 
ui'tl benefits than others. Tho following passage of the 
Mahabharata in tho chapter on the Religious merit of (rifts, 
,x. ..i.o in support of the above view,—‘ It is ordained that 
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luxuries; but since a widow may benefit her husband by the 
preservation of her person, the enjoyment of property suf¬ 
ficient for that purpose is authorized. Thus in the text,—- 
‘ With funeral repast and pious liberality &c.’—Vrihaspati 
intends by the term paternal uncle, any sapinda of her 
husband ; by the term daughter’s son, the progeny of her 
husband's daughter ; by the term sister’s son, the husband’s 
sister’s son *, and by the term maternal uncle, her husband’s 
mother’s family : to these alone, let her give presents in 
proportion to the wealth, at her husband’s funeral rites, 
and not to the family of her own father. With their con¬ 
sent, however, she may give to them also. Accordingly 
Narada says,—“When the husband is dead, his kin are 
the guardians of his sonless widow. In the disposal of 
property, and care of herself, as well as in her mainte¬ 
nance, they have full power. But if the husband’s family 
be extinct or contain no male, or be helpless, the kin of her 
own father are the guardians of the widow, if there be no 
relations of her husband within the degree of a sapinda .” 

On this it is to be said. Is it, that even when a gift 
or the like disposition of her husband’s property is made 
by the widow,—this is per se invalid ? This, however, 
is not reasonable, sinco her succession to the entire estate of 
her husband being declared in the texts of Manu and other 
sages, her proprietory right arises thereto; hence it would 
be contradictory to say that gifts &c. (made by her) are 
per se invalid. Accordingly Jinrmtavahana himself, hav¬ 
ing cited the following texts prohibiting gift and the like 
disposal of immoveable property, namely ,— u But neither 
the father nor the grandfather is so, of the whole immove¬ 
able property,”—“ Separated or unseparated kinsmen are 
equal in respect o£immoveables &c.”—and— u Immoveables 
and bipeds, although acquired by a man himself &c.”—con¬ 
cludes that these texts are intended to show that moral 
guilt, is incurred by a man of evil disposition, who makes 
gilt and the like merely for the purpose of putting the 
tnmilv to distress ; but thoy do not establish the invalidity 
ot gilts and the like in themselves; for it would be unrea¬ 
sonable lo say that they do so, because the proprietory 
right which is defined to be the power of disposal accord- 
ing to pleasure,—in the immoveable property is not dis- 
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tinct from what it is in other objects, and because a feet 
cannot be altered even by a hundred texts. Hence in tlio 
manner mentioned by him, let, in this instance too, moral 
offence, by reason of the violation of the prohibition, bo 
incurred by a widow who out of evil disposition makes 
gifts &c. of her husband’s estate, solely for the purpose of 
putting’ the kinsmen (of her husband) to distress. And 
certainly a moral offence too is not committed by one who 
makes gifts for religious purposes, or who sells or mort¬ 
gages for the purpose of her own maintenance. Nor can 
it be said that from the restriction expressed by the term, 

“ only enjoy,” as well as from the declaration—“ After her 
let the heirs take,”—what alone can follow is her incom¬ 
petency to make gifts &c. as in the case of joint property. 
Because this (i. e. the separate property) which is the sub¬ 
ject of exclusive right is different from joint property which 
is the subject of common right. Nor can it be asserted that 
inasmuch as the enjoyment by the widow (of her hus¬ 
band’s estate), which follows (from the assertion of her 
heirship,) cannot be taken to be intended to be declared 
(in the text of Katyayana), therefore the text is solely for 
tlio purpose of prohibiting gifts &c., and accordingly her 
want of right to make gifts &c. inevitably follows. Be¬ 
cause, (you say) a fact cannot be altered, hence it cannot 
but be admitted for the sake of the consistency of that 
rule, that the text is intended to prohibit the waste of the 
property by useless gifts &c. Otherwise if her right (to 
make gifts &c.) be not admitted, then there would bo an 
irreconcileable conflict (of the text of Katyayana) with tiio 
texts enjoining gifts, namely,—“ ... engaged in the con¬ 
trol of passions and in making gifts ...,”—and —“ ... with 
funeral repast and pious liberality let her honor &c.” As 
for what is said, namely, that let the heirs, i. c., the daugh¬ 
ters &c. who are declared in the text,—“ The wile and 1 
the daughters also &c.”—to be entitled to the estate in 
default of the wife, take, since the default of the wife who 
forms the obstacle (to the succession of the daughters &c.) 
is equal, as ’ u the utter absence, so in the destruction, of 
her rightthat is only plausible. Again, as there would 
be tautology it the term “ heirs” be interpreted to signify 
the heirs to sti'idhan by reason ol their being mentioned in 
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another text, similarly there would be the same defect of 
tautology (in the interpretation put by you), for the heirs 
of the husband also are mentioned by Katyayana in a 
separate text. 

But in fact when a person in whom right vested dies, 
it is proper that his property should be inherited by his 
near relations ; hence, as the words wife and the like are 
relative terms, what have the daughters and the like of 
the former proprietor to do, when right to the husband’s 
estate had vested in the wife ? Hence, although the ab¬ 
sence of the preceding one, the previous absence (of some¬ 
thing that subsequently comes into existence) the destruc¬ 
tion (or the future absence of some thing previously exist¬ 
ing), the utter absence (or the absence without relation to 
any particular time), the relative absence of the obstacle, 
and the reciprocal absence (or the negation of identity) are 
similar (all these being of the same category, namely, nega¬ 
tion), still when the owner of any property is dead, then 
if he leave no male issue, his property is inherited by his 
relations, such as his wife &c. : this is what the text (of 
Yajnavulkya, § 1) means. Otherwise there would bo great 
confusion, since if the daughters and the rest having suc¬ 
ceeded to the property of their father &c. die, then in su- 
percession of their children, the father <&c. ot the father 
who was the previous owner, would take the property. 
Ilence when the wife after having succeeded to the pro¬ 
perty of her husband dies, the residue of the property af¬ 
ter her enjoyment would have devolved on (her heirs such 
as) the daughters and the like, by reason of texts like the 
following,—“ And the daughters, the residue of the mo¬ 
thers property after liquidating her debts &c.” :—but it is 
prevented! by the passage,—“After her let the heirs take.” 
And tin.- construction of the text (of Katyayana) is arrived at 
thus: on perusing “let the heirs take,” the question occurs, 
whose heirs ? and the word “ of the husband” connected with 
the word “ bed” suggests itself and is construed with 
“hen's;’' accordingly the signification of the text is as fol • 
lows.- After her lot the husband’s heirs or diyddas'\ i. e., 
those that are entitled to take his undivided property, 
“ tid also what remains of’the estate of a separated brother 
after the enjoyment thereof by his wife; and not the heirs to 
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the estate of the wife, such as daughters and the like. Thus 
the last part (of Katyayana’s text) expressing a meaning* 
which is not expressed anywhere else, becomes significant: 
but according to the other view, this part would become 
useless, inasmuch as it would merely repeat what is de¬ 
clared in other texts. 

Therefore, it is established that in making gifts for 
spiritual purpose as well as in making sale or mortgage 
for the purpose of performing what is necessary in a spiri¬ 
tual or temporal point of view, the widow’s right does cer¬ 
tainly extend to the entire estate of her husband ; the re¬ 
striction, however, is intended to prohibit gifts to players, 
dancers and the like, as well as sale or mortgage without 
necessity. Accordingly the term “ being moderate” is in¬ 
serted; the meaning is, that on obtaining the property she 
shall not uselessly spend the property. The passage in 
the Mahabharata on the religious merit of gifts, however, 
strongly supports our view, for it begins thus: “ It is or¬ 
dained that the property ofthe husband when devolving on 
wives has enjoyment for its use.” Here enjoyment (upa~ 
IhogaJ signifies enjoyment allied to religious duty, not 
however vicious enjoyment; “ ordained,” i. e ., declared by 
Manu and others. In the latter half (of the passage) the 
very same thing is expressed, namely, “ wompn shall not 
waste”, i. <?., uselessly expend the property of their husband ; 
by the phrase “on any account” it is intimated, that waste 
is under all circumstances reprehensible; apahara (waste) 
is theft,—making useless gifts to dancers, players, and tho 
like, and the wearing of delicate apparel &c., the tasting ol 
rich food &c. and the like, also being improper for a widow 
who is enjoined to restrain her passions, are equal to theft : 
thus tho term apahara (waste) is used in a secondary sense. 
]3ut gifts and the like for religious purposes are not so, and 
consequently cannot be included under the term apahara 
or waste. Therefore everything is consistent. 

4. There are also many other passages of law, esta¬ 
blishing the preferable right ot the wife to succeed to the 
estate of her son less husband who was separated but not 
re-united. Thus Yrihaspati says,—“ In the Vedas ami 
in the Smritis as well as in popular practice, a wife is do- 
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clared by the wise to be half the body of her husband 
equally sharing the fruit of pure as well as impure acts. 
Ot him, whose wife is not deceased, half the body sur¬ 
vives. Why then should another get his property, while 
half his person is alive ? Let the wife of a sonless de¬ 
ceased man take his share notwithstanding kinsmen, the 
father, the mother, or the uterine brother be present.” 

Yogisvara also by declaring the right of every succeed¬ 
ing one to accrue in default of the preceding one, ordains 
the wife’s succession in preference to all others. 

Also Vishnu says,-—“ The wealth of a sonless man 
goes to his wife ; on failure of her it devolves on daugh¬ 
ters ; if there be none, it belongs to the father; if he ~be 
dead, it goes to the mother; on failure of her, it goes 
to the brothers ; on their default, it goes to the brother’s 
sons ; if none exist, it passes to a kinsman (band.hu/ ; on 
their default, it devolves on a distant kinsman fsakulya) ; 
on failure of these, it comes to the fellow-student ; and 
for want of all those heirs the property goes to the king, 
excepting the wealth of a Brahmana.”—Here the term 
bandhu (kinsman) signifies a sapinda , and the term sakulya 
(distant kinsman) means a sagotra or one descended from 
a common ancestor in the male line (other than a sapinda) : 
if by the term bandhu the cognates of the father and the 
like were comprised, then there would be a conflict with 
the order mentioned by Yogisvara. 

Also Kdtyayana says,—“ The wife is entitled to the 
estate of the husband, provided she is not unchaste; but 
on her default, a daughter, if she be then unmarried.” 

There is also another passage of law,—“ Now of a 
sonless person, the wife born in a (good) family, or also 
thu daughters, in their default the father, the mother, the 
brother and (Ins) sons are pronounced (to be heirs).” 

In these texts it is established that the wife is first of 
all entitled to the estate left by the husband. 

f>. There are texts again, which are in conflict with 
iho above texts. Thus Nkrada declares the succession of 
the brothers■ iu spite of the wife, and the maintenance of 
his wifi 1 , as in tho text,—“ Among brothers if any one die 
without issue or cuter a religious order, let the rest (of the 
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brothers) divide his wealth, excepting the wife’s separate 
property. Let them allow a maintenance to his wives 
(strinAm) until the encl of their lives, provided they pre¬ 
serve unsullied the bed of their husband ; but if they be¬ 
have otherwise, the brothers may resume her allowance.” 

Also Manu declares that the father or a brother is 
entitled to succeed to the property of a sonless person, not 
the wife, as in the text,—“ Let the father or the brothers 
take the estate of a sonless person.” 

The following passage of law asserts that the mother 
or the paternal grandmother is entitled to succeed to the 
estate of a sonless person ,—“ Let the mother take the es¬ 
tate of her childless son ; and if the mother too bo dead, 
let the father’s mother take the property.” 

Also Sankha, Likhita, Paithfnasi and Yama declare 
the succession of the wife in default of the brothers and the 
parents, as in the text, —“ The wealth of a sonless person, 
who departs for heaven, goes to the brothers ; if there bo 
none, let the parents take, or let the senior wife take.” 

The w r ife who is, by Yoglsvara, placed first to the ex¬ 
clusion of others, is declared also by Devala, to be entitled 
to succeed on failure of the brothers and the like, as in the 
text,—“ Next let brothers of the whole blood divide the 
estate of a sonless person, or daughters also equal (in class); 
or let the father if he survive, or (half) brothers of the 
same class, or the mother, or the wife inherit in their 
order.”—Here by the term “ brothers”, half brothers are 
meant, since whole brothers are separately enumerated. 

Also in the following text, the wife is not even enu¬ 
merated by Katyayana, though father and others are men¬ 
tioned as heirs,—“ When a man who is separated, dies, 
then in default of sons let the father, or the brother, or tho 
mother, or the father’s mother in their order take the 
estate.” 

0 . Of these texts, conflicting with each other, Dlia- 
resvara makes the following reconciliation If the wife 
of a sonless brother who was separated but not re-united, 
accepts the appointment to raise issue, then and then only 
she obtains the estate of the husband; but if ho bo not 
solicitous ol tho appointment, then she gets mere main¬ 
tenance like the wife ot one who was unseparutod or re-uni 
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ted : for it is through appointment alone, that the right of 
the wife of a soilless person accrues to the estate of her hus¬ 
band. Nor (can it be said) on what principle is this con¬ 
clusion based ? Because the wife’s right of inheritance is 
shewn in many passages of law to arise through children 
alone. Accordingly Gautama says,— u Let kinsmen allied 
by the pinda or funeral oblation, by gotra or family name, 
and by descent from the same patriarch share the heri¬ 
tage ; or the wife of the childless person, or she (may) seek 
to raise up offspring.”—Let kinsmen allied by funeral 
oblation, by family name, and by descent from the same 
patriarch, take the heritage of a childless man ; or let iiis 
wife take the heritage, if she seek to raise up issue to him : 
the particle ‘ or’ conveys the meaning of ‘ if’; otherwise, 
the sense of alternative would be unreasonable, since there 
is no similarity between taking of the heritage and seeking 
to raise up issue. Likewise, also Maim declares that the 
wife’s succession to the divided property is in right of the 
progeny, as in the text—“ Ho who protects the estate and 
the wife of a deceased brother, shall after generating a sou 
to the brother, make over his estate to him.” So likewise, 
even if partition lias not taken place, Manu intimates that 
the right of inheritance arises through the offspring, thus, 

_If a younger brother begets a son on the wife of an 

elder brother, then the distribution in such a ca$e shall be 
equal ; this is the settled law.” Therefore by the prin¬ 
ciple of co-existence and the absence of separate existence, 
it is established that the wife’s right of inheritance is in 
right of progeny and not otherwise* Vasishtha also, in 
the text, —“ An appointment shall not be accepted through 
covetousness for the heritage”—forbids an appointment to 
raise up issue to the husband if sought from covetousness, 
and thereby clearly intimates that the widow is entitled to 
the .succession if she consents to the appointment and not 
otherwise. Accordingly it follows that the text of Narada, 
namely,— “ li any one of the brothers die &e.,”—and 
similar texts ruler to a widow who is unwilling to bo ap¬ 
pointed. Likewise in the text, namely,—“ Their childless 
wives, conducting themselves aright, must be supported: 
but such us are unchaste should be expelled, and so indeed 
should bo those that are perverse”—Yogisvam also, by 
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ordaining maintenance for the wives of the blind and tho 
like who are destitute of sons, and thus intimating tho 
superiority of tho son’s right to the wealth, indicates, by 
the parity of reason, that the wife’s right of succession is 
in right of the progeny alone. The _ following passage of 
law, namely,-—“ Property has come into existence for the 
purpose of sacrifices; therefore those, who are incompe¬ 
tent to perform these, are not entitled to inheritance, but 
are entitled to food and raiment”—by declaring the exclu¬ 
sion from inheritance, of sons &c. though males who are 
incapable of performing sacrifices, does a fortiori oppose 
the right of succession of widows who are incapable of 
performing sacrifices. So also another text of law, name¬ 
ly,—“Property is ordained for sacrifices; therefore it 
should be given to virtuous persons, and not to women, to 
the ignorant or to the vicious”—prohibiting evon the gift 
of property to women and others, greatly depreciates the 
taking, directly by the widow, of the entire estate. 

7. This view is not endorsed by Vijnanesvara 
and others; because in texts like— 1 “ The wife and the 
daughters also &c.,”—there is no express mention of ap¬ 
pointment, nor is it suggested by the context. Moreover, 
what is the cause of the widow’s right to the heritage . Is 
it the appointment or the progeny sprung therefrom ? It 
it be the first, then the heritage would belong to the 
widow who accepts the appointment although no son bo 

born, and (even if a son bo born) it would not belong to 
the son begotten through tho appointment, for (agieeab y 
to this alternative) right to the husband’s estate arises 
from the appointment alone. If it be the second, then tho 
enumeration of the who (as an heir in the texts) would be 
useless, since the children’s right to the heritago is esta¬ 
blished by other texts. Again, if the argument be that 
women may have right to property through their husband 
alone and not in any other way, therefore so long as the 
husband is alive, they have it through him ; but in order 
to show that when the husband is dead they may have it 
tliiou'di the progeny, ‘the wife’ is so enumerated, which 
refci . ° t0 a wife willing to accept the appointment. Then 
it is not a sound one ; because it is shown by texts which 
' 19 
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will be cited hereafter, such as,—“ What was given before 
the nuptial fire, what was presented in the bridal proces¬ 
sion &c.”—that they may have right to property in other 
ways also. If it be said that it is only in the twofold 
way that her right to the husband’s property arises. In 
that case, the text dealing with the estate of a soilless 
person ought not to commence with u the wife because 
while the husband is alive, her right to his property is 
established by the text of Gautama, namely,—“ Union (of 
the husband and the wife) arises indeed from the joining 
of hands (t. e. marriage)and because, to say that when 
he is dead the right to his property arises by reason of 
appointment, is to affirm it only of the wife’s son, but that 
also has previously been declared. 

Again the text of Gautama, namely ,— u Or she (may) 
seek to raise up offspring”—has been interpreted to mean, 

4 if she seek to raise up issue,’ and has been set forth as 
an authority in support of the position that the wife of a 
sonless person may have the right of succession through 
appointment alone But that is not reasonable. Be¬ 
cause the sense of ‘ if is not conveyed by c or’ that 
marks an alternative. Nor can it be argued that, when 
it becomes unreasonable to say that ‘ of marks an alter¬ 
native by reason of the dissimilarity in meaning between 
the succession to the estate and the desire for appoint¬ 
ment, then inasmuch as indeclinable words convey vari¬ 
ous meanings, the particle ‘ of may certainly be taken 
to convey the meaning of 6 if,’ which renders the construc¬ 
tion of the latter part with the first part (of the text of 
Gautama) reasonable. Because it is certainly reasonable 
to say that * of marks an alternative, since it may refer 
to another duty suggested by the context, thus—‘ or sho 
may seek to raise issue or restrain her passions.’ Accord¬ 
ingly the succession to the husband’s estate, independently 
ot the appointment, becomes afiirmod by also the text of 
Gautama. Moreover, since the appointment of a widow 
is prohibited ; and since by texts of Manu and others, 
such as— fc ‘ 1 he sonless wife preserving unsullied the bod 
oi hoi husband ifc is established that a widow is 

entitled to the estate, provided she remain chaste; ap\d 
since by the text, such ar0 unchaste should be ex- 
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pelled”—even maintenance itself is disallowed to those 
that fail to continue in the path of duty ; therefore the 
right (of unchaste widows) to the entire estate of the lus- 
band is certainly unreasonable. 

As for the argument, namely, that from the texts'of 
Manu and others, such as— “ He who protects the estate 
and the wife &c.” —“ If a younger brother begets a son 
on the wife of an elder brother &c.”—and— “ An appoint¬ 
ment shall not be accepted through covetousness”—it ap¬ 
pears, by reason of co-existence and the absence of sepa¬ 
rate existence, that the widow’s right to the estate of her 
husband whether separated or unseparated arises through 
progeny alone;— that is only plausible, the language of 
the texts does not convey the meaning deduced : the in¬ 
tention of the texts being that when the husband who is 
unseparated or re-united dies, then her right to his estate 
arises through progeny alone, and that the appointment 
should not be accepted from covetousness. Accordingly, 
Ndrada having declared,—“ The sages hold that amongst 
the re-united brethren however, that share (which would 
go to the husband on partition) she is not entitled to”— 
establishes mere maintenance of liis childless wives. Nor 
can it be argued that if the text of N&rada, namely, 
“Among brothers if any one die without issue &c.’ (§ 5) 
—be thus taken to be relative to the estate of a person 
unseparated or re-united, then there would be tautology, 
for the same thing is expressed in the above text, vis.— 

“ Tlio sa^es hold that among unseparated brethren tc. 

Because in the first text are laid down the impartibility 
of woman’s separate property, and their maintenance which 
are not ordained in any other text, and the subject is 
introduced by that part of the text (which conveys the 
same meanimr as the other text). As for the text of 


Yogisvara. namely,- 


< Their childless widows conducting 
themselves aright^c. ;”-tlmt, however, will be shewn 
in the chapter dealing with those that are excluded irom 
inheritance, to refer to the wives of the impotent and the 
like, since the pronoun their relates to those mentioned 
in the previous text. 

As also for the argument that the property of a twice- 
born has for it 3 °hj e et the performance of sacrifices, ami 



that consequently it is improper that the property should 
be taken by a widow who is incompetent to perform 
sacrifices;—that too is unreasonable, because the term 
1 sacrifice’ is illustrative, it includes gifts &c., and these the 
widow also is competent to make; for if the term were 
taken in its literal acceptance, then the property could 
not be used for gifts, burnt-offering and the like piu-poses 
other than sacrifices. But in reality the performance of 
religious rites is not the sole end of property : for in the 
text, —“ Neglect not religious duty, wealth and pleasure 
according to ability,”—likewise in the text, — “ Let not 
morning, noon or evening be fruitless as regards religion, 
wealth and pleasure,”— it is laid down that the pursuit of 
wealth and pleasure, that may be made by means of wealth, 
is necessary. Had wealth been designed solely for sacri¬ 
ficial purposes, then the wearing of gold (inculcated by 
the Vedas) would have had the sacrificial use for its object 
by reason of its intimate relation with sacrifices (as sup¬ 
posed) ; but this would be contrary to what is concluded (in 
the Mimansa) vis., that it is intended for secular purposes. 
By reason of such texts as,—“ A woman is not eutitlod to 
independence”—let there be only dependence of a woman, 
but there can be no objection whatever to her succession to 
the estate. And the text—“ Property has come into ex¬ 
istence for the purpose of sacrifices &c.,”—however, is 
laudatory of the application of property to the perform¬ 
ance of sacrifices. Accordingly the latter part (of the 
other text) is—“ to virtuous persons and not to women, to 
the ignorant or to the vicious.” The author of the Mi- 
taksbard, however, says that these texts intend that the 
property which was acquired by the father for the purpose 
of performing a sacrifice, must, even by his sons or other 
heirs, be appropriated to that use alone and not to any 
other; for the following passage declaring it to be an 
offence (to act otherwise), is equally applicable to sons 
as well as to other heirs :—“ He, who having received 
articles for sacrifice, disposes not of them for that purpose, 
shall become a kite or a crow.” 

• ^ 1 ^ vftra and others, however, say that the con- 

idicting texu relate to distinct cases: if the husband’s 
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estate is only sufficient for the maintenance of the wife, 
she takes the whole of it; but if there be a surplus, the 
brothers and the like take : to the very samo effect is the 
test,—“ and take the entire share for maintenance must 
be allowed. And they assign the following reason for 
that conclusion, vis., that by this all the texts become 
reconciled. 

This is not consistent with reason. Becauso the 
term ‘ estate’ which is mentioned but once (in the texts) 
is to be interpreted, when construing it with ‘ the wife,’ 
to mean so much property as is sufficient for mainte* 
nance ; and when construing it with ‘ the brothers’ or the 
like, to mean the unqualified estate : and this variableness 
in the meaning is not reasonable if uniformity is possible. 
And because the term ‘ entii'e’ in Mann’s text would be 
meaningless. Besides it is very unreasonable to say 
that, when there is no son, the wife gets no more than 
maintenance ; for, on partition being mado, whether during 
the lifetime of the husband or after his death, even when 
there are legitimate sons, the allotment to the wife of a 
share equal to theirs is ordained in the following texts, 
namely,—“ If lie makes the allotments equal, his 
wives shall be made equal sharers,’’ — and — u The mother 
also, of those effecting partition after the demise of the 
father, shall get an equal share.” Nor can it bo argued 
that in these texts too, the term 1 share’ is intended to 
indicate no more than what is sufficient for maintenance. 
Because in that case the terms ‘ equal ’ and ‘ share’ would 
become meaningless. And because, if it be held that 
•what is sufficient for maintenance, is only intended, then 
in the latter part also (of the text), namely,—“ If any 
have been assigned, let him allot the half,”—the moaning 
of the term ‘ half’ would have to be altogether rejected. To 
say that what is intended is, that when the property is 
small a share equal to that of a son (should be given to her), 
and when the property is large, so much only as is sufficient 
for maintenance, is extremely unreasonable by reason of the 
variableness in the precept. Since the very same term 
1 equal shAre’ would, having regard to some other text, 
signify, on one occasion when the estate is considerable, 
property sufficient for maintenance only ; and on auothoi 
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occasion when the estate is small, its literal meaning: 
hence in the same precept the meaning of the sentence 
being different, there would be different sentences (couched 
in the same words):—and this is unreasonable. There 
would also be the error of admitting the simultaneous 
exercise of the twofold power of words, namely, that of 
conveying a literal and a metaphorical meaning. 

Just as in the topic (in the Mimansa) of the Cha- 
turmasya {i. e., a sacrifice which takes four months for its 
completion, and which consists of four distinct sacrifices 
called theVaisvadeva, the Varunapraghasa, the Sakamedha 
and the Sunasirya; with regard to which there is the 
following text of Sruti—“ Here they construct the holy 
fire-place, not in the Vaisvadeva nor in the Sunasirya : for 
the Varunapraghasa and the Sakamedha are the principal 
ones of the sacrifice, as in these two they establish the 
sacred fire,”) the adversary says that the injunction regard¬ 
ing the establishment of the holy fire (ordained for the 
sacrifice called Darsapaurnamasiya, whereof the Ohatur- 
masya is a modification) is applicable also to the Cha- 
turmasya, as indicated by the text,—“ as in these two 
they establish the holy fire,”—and this, he assigns, to bo 
the reason for the prohibition of the construction of the 
sacred fire-place, as contained in the text ,— u not in the 
Vaisvadeva nor in the Sunasirya,”—for otherwise the pro¬ 
hibition of what cannot take place would be unreason¬ 
able : thereupon it is argued on the opposite side that this 
is not the prohibition of the construction of the holy fire¬ 
place which is rendered applicable to the Chaturmasya 
sacrifice by reason of the extension of the injunction to 
that effect, declared with regard to the Darsapaurna- 
masiya ; but this is the prohibition of the construction of 
the holy fire-place, as enjoined in the text in this topic, 
Vl3 -i “ Here they construct the holy fire-place” : where¬ 
upon the adversary finds fault with the above opinion on 
the ground of variableness in the precept, for the text in 
ilio topic, taken together with the prohibition (in that 
very text) renders the construction of tire holy fire-place 
option a , in the first and the last sacrifices, but it does 
indepen ently of any other precept, render the construc¬ 
tion of tno holy fire-place obligatory in the two inter- 
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mediate sacrifices: for fear of this variableness in the 
precept it is established in the conclusion that the precept, 
—“ not in the Vaisvadeva &c.”—is absolutely a super¬ 
fluous precept, for prohibition is unreasonable, of what 
cannot take place in the first and the last sacrifices ; but 
the precept—“ Here they construct the holy fire-place,”—• 
together with the laudatory precept — u in these two they 
establish the holy fire”—enjoins the construction of the 
sacred fire-place in the two intermediate sacrifices, namely, 
Varunaspraghasa and Sakamedlui; but this is not in con¬ 
sequence of the extension to this sacrifice of an injunction 
declared with respect to the Darsapaurnamfisiya sacrifice. 

9. On this some one says :—It is declared that the bro¬ 
thers shall take the estate of a soilless person, and that they 
shall give to his wives property sufficent for their mainte¬ 
nance, as in the text ,—“ and shall allow maintenance to 
his wives till the end of their lives but when the estate 
is not more than what is sufficient for maintenance, or 
even less than that, then the question occurs whether in 
such a case the brothers shall take the estate or the wife ? 
And the text,—“ The wife and the daughters also &c.”— 
by showing the priority of the wife’s right, indicates that 
in such a case, the wife alone shall take the estate. 

This too is wrong; since in this view too, there wordd 
be the very same variableness in the precept as has previ¬ 
ously been mentioned; for the phrase shall take the 
estate,” takerftogether with other texts in case the estate 
is small, would signify when construed with “ the wife,” 
shall take so much property as is sufficiout for mainte¬ 
nance; but when construed with “tho parents &c.,” shall 
take the entire estate. 

10. If you’ask, how then is the conflict to be recon¬ 
ciled ? Listen : Since there is no indication of order (of 
succession) in the texts such as,—“ The father or tho bro¬ 
thers shall take &e."—therefore these texts are intended 
only to enumerate the heirs to the estate of a soilless 
person: but the text of Yogfsvara which lays down,—“ In 
the absence of the^preceding one, every succeeding one is 
heir to the estate is relative to tlieorder of succession: 
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therefore although in the other texts there is no mention 
of the wife and the rest in a settled order, still there being 
no conflict in meaning (between these two sets of texts), 
the father and the rest become heirs to the estate of a soil¬ 
less person in default of the wife and the like. 

The succession, however, of a wife that is suspected 
of adultery, is forbidden by Harita,—“ If a woman becom¬ 
ing widow in her youth be headstrong, a maintenance 
must in that case be allowed to her for the support of life.” 
From this very text it appears that the widow who is not 
suspected of unchastity, is entitled to take the entire estate 
of the husband. Accordingly it is said in the text of 
Sankha ,—“ or the senior wife ‘ senior’ means praisewor¬ 
thy for good qualities, but not the eldest in age. Manu 
also declares seniority in the order of the classes,—“ When 
regenerate men espouse wives of the same class as well as 
of a different class, the seniority, honor and habitation of 
those wives must be settled according to the order of the 
classes.” Hence a wife of the same class, although young¬ 
est in age and in respect of the date of marriage, is senior 
to one of a different class ; also among those of the same 
class, the senior is one possessed ot good qualities. Ac¬ 
cordingly Manu says,—“ To all such married men, the 
wives of the same class, and not the wives of a different 
class on any account, shall perform the duty of personal 
attendance, and the daily business relating to acts of reli¬ 
gion : for he who foolishly causes those duties to be per¬ 
formed by any other than his wife of the same class when 
she is near at hand, has been immemorially considered as 
a Chandald though by birth a Br&hmana.” Also Yogls- 
vara says,—“ Among wives of the same class, one other 
than the eldest should not be employed in the perform* 
ance of religious duties.” Also, a wife of the same class 
is indicated by the term patni itself, which signifies union 
through a sacrifice. But in the absence of a wifo of tho 
same class, a wife belonging to the class next in order, 
(may bo employed in the performance of such duties): 
accordingly Vishnu says,—“If there be no wife belonging 
to the same class, then under the exceptional circumstance, 
a wife belonging to the class next in order (may he 
employed); but never (should) a regenerate man (perform) 
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religious duties, with a wife of the S6dra class —the term, 
“should perform” occurring in the previous text is to be 
construed with this text. Hence in default of a Brah- 
rnani wife, a Kshatriya wife may be the companion of 
a Brahmana under that unavoidable circumstance; but 
neither a Vaisya nor a Siidra woman though espoused : a 
Vaisya wife alone may become the associate of the Ksha¬ 
triya husband in default of a Kshatriya wife: a Yaisya 
may not have a Sudra wife (for his companion in the per¬ 
formance of religious duties) but must have one of the 
same class; for a Sudra wife is altogether excluded. 

Accordingly a wife who is not suspected of uncluistity, 
and who is of the superior class, shall take the husband’s 
estate, and maintain her co-wives of the inferior classes. 
But the wives of the same class with the husband shall 
tako the estate dividing it amongst themselves. Hence 
the singular number in the term 1 wife’ is to be taken to bo 
used with the intention of designating the class. 

Hence the chaste wife of a sonless deceased person 
who was separated and not re-united, is entitled to take 
the entire estate: but of a sonless person who was unsc- 
parated or re-united, even the chaste wife is entitled to 
mere subsistence, by reason of the texts of Narada and 
others, such as,—“ If any one among brothers die .without 
issue &c.” An unchaste widow, however, is not entitled 
even to maintenance, for it is declared,—“ But if she be¬ 
have otherwise, they may resume the allowance.” 

As for the allowance of food and raiment even to the 
unchaste wives, as is declared in the following text, name¬ 
ly,—“ Also let one act in the same manner towards even 
the fallen wives; food and raiment, however, should bo 
allowed to them, if they reside in the vicinity of the 
dwelling house —that however is to be explained as ro T 
ferring to the husband, consistently with what is ordained 
by Yogis vara after having premised the husband, as in the 
text,—“ Deprived of 1 ter position in the family, clad in 
dirt}' clothes, living upon morsels barely sufficient for life, 
and humiliated* an unchaste wife shall be made to lie 
down upon the bare earth.” This too is to continue till 
the penanbe be performed. The banishment by also tbo 
husband, and the like mode of expiation for those women 
20 
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that do not out of perverseness perform the penance, will 
subsequently be considered by us. 

The text, namely,—“ The wife and the daughters also 
&c.”—is relative to the estate of one who was separated 
and not re-united ; for partition (of a joint family) has pre¬ 
viously been treated, and partition after re-union, has by 
way of an exception to all other cases, been subsequently 
dealt with, (by Yajnavalkya), consequently this is tlio 
only case which remains to bo discussed. This is the 
opinion of most commentators, namely, Vijnanesvara, 
Lakskmidhara, the author of the Smritichandrika, Visva- 
rupa, Medhatithi, the author of the Madanaratna, &c. 


11. The term ‘soilless’ used in the texts (on succes¬ 
sion) such as,—“ The wife and the daughters also &c.”— 
indicates the default of the grandson and the great-grand¬ 
son also. The succession of the wife is proper only in 
default of male issue down to the great-grandson. For 
the duty of the grandsons too, to pay off the debts is de¬ 
clared in the text,—“ The debts ought to be liquidated by 
the sons and grandsons (puttra-pauttrais) /” but if any one 
else were to take the estate in spite of the grandson, then 
the declaration of the grandson’s liability to discharge the 
debts would be unreasonable; since by reason of the text, 

._“ The heir to the estate of a person shall be compelled 

to liquidate his debts,”—he alone who takes the estate is 
declared liable to discharge the debts. If it be argued 
that the grandson is included under the term ‘ gentiles,’ and 
as such may take the estate: then, in that case, there 
would be no use for the special provision regarding the 
grandson’s liability to discharge the debts ; since it would 
follow from the text alone, viz.—“The heir to the estate 
of a person shall be compelled to liquidate his debts.” If 
it bo said that the grandsons are liable, in the same way 
as sons, to liquidate the debts, although they do not 
get the grandfather’s estate. Then a fortiori it follows that 
when property is left by the grandfather, the right of any 
other than the grandson ought not to take place. The 
very same reason applies to the great-grandson also. 
Hence it is that the compound term puttra-pauttrais (ren¬ 
dered above into, by the sons and grandsons) bears the 
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plural number: otherwise the dual number would have 
been used, or it would have to be assumed that the plural 
number is used in order to denote individuals. Tlius 
the meaning is this:—the term puttra-pauttra may bo 
taken to be a compound of puttra and paUttra and puttrn's 
pauttra ; and the plural number is accounted for by taking 
the term puttra-panttrais to be the result of the uni-residual 
conjunctive compound of two similar terms, namely, put- 
tra-pauttrau (bearing a dual number and signifying the 
sons and the grandsons) and puttra-pauttm (bearing a sin¬ 
gular number and signifying the great-grandson); that is 
to say, by the sons, grandsons and great-grandsons : or the 
term grandson may include the great-grandson. Accord¬ 
ingly the different sorts of provisions for the liquidation of 
the debts by the great-grandsons as distinguished from the 
same by the grandsons, and by the grandsons as distin¬ 
guished from the same by the sons,—become consistent 
with reason. Otherwise there would arise the objection of 
assuming a peculiar provision so far as regards the great- 
grandsons. 

Again, it is clear that the three descendants equally 
confer spiritual benefit by offering oblations in the parva, 
occasions. Accordingly Manu says ,— 11 To three (ances¬ 
tors) must libations of water be given ; for three, is the 
funeral oblation of food ordained : the fourth is the giver 
of these; the fifth has no concern in them.” Also Bau- 
dhayana having premised son, grandson and great-grand¬ 
son, says,—“ The great-grandfather, the grandfather, the 
father, the man himself, the uterine brothers, the sou be¬ 
gotten by a wife of the same class, the grandson and the 
great-grandson : these, partaking of undivided oblations, 
are called sapindas. Those who partake of divided oblations 
are called sakulyas. When there is male issue of the body, 
the estate must go to him.”—The meaning of this text is 
as follows:—Since a person (when deceased) partakes of 
the oblations presented to the three paternal ancestors be¬ 
ginning with the father, by reason of the un i oa 0 f oh lit- 
tions (effected through the ceremony called sapindikaranaj ; 
and since the three descendants in the male line beginning 
with the son present oblations to that person himself; and 
since he, who while hying offered oblations to an ancestor 
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in the male line, partakes when dead, of the oblations pre¬ 
sented to that ancestor, by reason of the union of obla¬ 
tions : thus the middlemost person who while living offered 
oblations to his ancestors, and when dead partakes of the 
oblations presented to them, becomes the object to whom 
oblations are presented by others that are living, and par¬ 
takes with these latter while they are dead, of oblations 
presented (to him) by the daughter’s son and the like. 
Therefore those to whom that person offers oblations, as 
well as those who partake of the oblations presented by 
him, as also those who present oblations to him, are, as 
partaking of undivided oblations consisting of the pinda , 
the sapindas of that person by reason of connection through 
the same pinda. To an ancestor who is fifth in ascent, the 
middlemost person who is fifth in descent, does not pre¬ 
sent oblations, nor does he partake of oblations presented 
to that ancestor; similarly the fifth descendant does not 
confer oblations on the middlemost person, nor partakes of 
oblations presented to him. Consequently the three an¬ 
cestors beginning with the great-great-grandfatlier and the 
three descendants beginning with the groat-great-grand- 
eon, that is, the three beginning with tlie fifth on both 
sides, who partake of divided oblations, and are not con¬ 
nected through the same pinda , are by the sage called 
salcalyas, inasmuch as they are only connected through the 
lada or family. 

This sapinda and saJcidya relationship is declared with 
reference to succession, as it is mentioned in the chap¬ 
ter relating to that subject. But with reference to im¬ 
purity, marriage &c., those also that partake of the divi¬ 
ded oblations (i. e. the salcidyas ) are considered as sapindas , 
by reason of the text,—“ The fourth and the other ances¬ 
tors who partake of the lepa or divided oblations, and the 
lather and the like to whom the pinda or oblation is offered 
(an; m,/i)idasj ; to these the seventh offers oblations, hence 
suprdda relationship extends to seven generations.” And 
the text, “ The sapinda relationship, however, ceases in 
the seventh generation”—is to be explained consistently 
with the text of Yajnavalkya, namely,— u After the fifth 
and the seventh from the mother and the father (respec¬ 
tively/’--to mean that it remains in the seventh but ceases 
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in the eighth generation. Hence as in the case of the un¬ 
married females, the sapinda relationship extending over 
three generations, as is declared in the chapter on impuri¬ 
ty (occasioned by death &c),—-is considered to be with re¬ 
ference to that alone ; so it is to be deemed that this sapin¬ 
da relationship (extending to the fourth degree) is relative 
to succession alone. 

Katyayana, however, distinctly declares the succes¬ 
sion of the son, grandson and great-grandson, as in the 
text,— “ When a son dies unseparated, his son who has not 
received maintenance from the grandfather, shall be made 
participator of the heritage ; he is to get, however, tho 
paternal share from the uncle or uncle’s son : the very 
same share shall equitably belong to all the brothers : or 
his son also shall get: afterwards cessation (of succession) 
takes place.” But it is to be borne in mind that the cessa¬ 
tion of the right of the great-great-grandson and the like 
who are further removed than tho great-grandson,—as 
mentioned in this text, refers to them as mpindas ; for as 
sakulyas they are certainly entitled to succeed according 
to proximity. 

As for the text, namely ,—“ If among uterine brothers, 
one becomes father of a son &c.”—that, however, refers to 
the performance of a son’s duties such as the srdddha but not 
to the taking of heritage, and that lays down the restric¬ 
tion, namely, that when a brother’s son is available for 
taking in adoption none else should be made a subsidiary 
son : otherwise the mention of the brother’s sou after the 
brother, in the text enumerating the heirs to the estate of 
a sonless person and laying down the order of succession, 
would become inconsistent. 

The three descendants beginning with the son confer 
the greatest amount of spiritual benefit on the three ances¬ 
tors beginning with the father, consequently the estate 
conducing as it does to the benefit of the owner himself 
when taken by the sons <kc. continues, as it were, the 
owner’s own by reason of the proximity of benefit. And 
the nearness on account of the spirituarbenefit is consistent 
with reason: thus it is ordained,—“ As soon as the eldest 
son is borD, a man becomes father of male issue and is 
liberated from the < ebt he owes to his ancestors; therefore 
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he (the eldest son) is entitled to get.” — Since, in the chapter 
on Partition of Heritage, the conferring of spiritual benefit 
is by the term ‘ therefore’ set out as the reason ; hence it is 
indicated that he alone is entitled to get the estate, on 
whom the estate being devolved conduces to the greatest 
amount of spiritual benefit of the deceased owner, and that 
proximity in this way is to be accepted as a general rule 
and reasonable. 

That the son and other descendants confer the greatest 
amount of spiritual benefit is set forth in many passages of 
the Sruti, the Smriti, and the Puranas. On this subject 
there is the following Sruti:—In the anecdote of Haris- 
chandra in the Bahvrichabrahmana it is said that Narada 
being asked by Harischandra thus,—“ Explain to me, O 
Narada! what is attained by a son, for those that are 
learned as well as those that are not, are solicitous for 
sons,”—enlightened him by ten verses delineating the 
importance of a son : lie being asked in one verse answered 
in ten,thus ,—“ If the father sees the face of his living son 
after it is born, he transfers his debts to it and attain* 
immortality &c.” The following passages of the Smriti 
are to the same effect. Manu and Vishnu say,—“ Since 
a son delivers the father from the infernal region called 
put, therefore ho is named the put-tra (the deliverer from 
the put) by the self-existing himself.” Sankha and Likhi- 
ta say,—“ Seeing the face of a son in his lifetime, the 
father becomes liberated from his debt to the ancestors, 
and becomes entitled to go to heaven by means of the 
son born, after transferring that debt to him. The sacred 
fire, the three Vedas, and all the sacrifices with fees to the 
priests, are not equivalent even to a sixteenth part of the 
oldest son born.” Manu, Likbita, Vasislitha and Harita 
say,—“ By means of a son one attains the heavenly regions, 
by a grandson acquires immortality, and by a son’s grand¬ 
son attains the solar region.” Yajnavalkya declares, 
—“ As the blissful regions and the heaven are attained by 
means ot sons, grandsons and great-grandsons, therefore 
wices should be taken and guarded well.” In the Puranas, 
again, there gre many anecdotes laudatory of the son &c. 

IIen.ce it is established that it is only in default of 
male issue down to the great-grandson that the wife takes 
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the estate of the husband who was separated and not re¬ 
united. 

12. Jfmutavahana maintains that the above recon-, 
ciliation is not tenable by reason of conflict with the text 
of Vrihaspati. Thus he says :— “ In the text,—‘ When 
brothers who have been separated dwell together through 
affection, then in the re-distribution among these there is 
no' specific deduction for seniority: if any one of them 
dies or anyhow retires, his share is not extinguished but 
belongs to his brother; if there be any sister, she is entitled 
to obtain a share of it: this is the law regarding the estate 
of a childless person who is destitute of the wife and the 
father : of the re-united, however, if any one acquires 
wealth by science, valour and the like; two shares are to 
be allotted to him, and the l'est are equal sharers’—re-union 
is mentioned in the commencement as well as in the 
concluding portion ; therefore it must be admitted that the 
intermediate portion, namely,—‘ his share is not extin¬ 
guished but belongs to his brother’—refers to the case of 
re-union : also it is declared that, ‘ this is the law, regard¬ 
ing the estate of a childless person who is destitute of the 
wife and the father;’ hence it appears that the right of the re¬ 
united uterine brother takes effect in default of son, daugh¬ 
ter, wife and father; how then can a brother debar the 
wife ? Moreover the portion, namely, ‘ his share is not 
extinguished,’ becomes reasonable, if tlio brother was 
unseparated or re-united, as there might be an appre¬ 
hension of the- extinction of his share by reason of the 
mixture ; but if the brother was separated and not ro-united 
then his estate being separate, there cannot be any appre¬ 
hension of extinction : from this reason as also from indication 
it appears that the above text refers to a case of re-union. 

“ Moreover, is it by reason of any other clear text nr 
by reason of any strong argument that the texts of Sankha 
and other sages, which indicate the right of the brothers 
to be preferable to that of the wife, are maintained to refer 
to the estate of one who was unseparated or re-united ? 
The first is not tenable, by reason of the absence of any 
clear special text, Ihe text, however, which will be cited 
hereafter, namely ‘ Of a re-united (co-heir), howover, a 
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reunited (co heir)’—lays down a special rule when the suc¬ 
cession opens to brothers; it does not convey the contended 
meaning. The text of Yrihaspati, however, indicating as 
it does the succession of a re-united uterine brother in 
default of those beginning with the son and ending in the 
father, rather shows that the texts in question are relative 
to the estate of one who was not re-united. Neither is the 
second tenable. For argument (if any) must bo said to 
to be this : in a family joint or re-united, whatever pro¬ 
perty belongs to one member belongs also to others; 
therefore although the right therein of a deceased member 
is extinguished, the right of the survivors subsists therein ; 
hence the devolution on them is reasonable, but not the 
supposition of any other heir. But this is not consistent 
with reason. For even when the family is joint or re¬ 
united, the right of each member extends to a fractional 
portion though unascertained; but neither an exclusive 
right of each nor a joint right of all the members together 
extends to the entire property, as in that case there would 
be multiplicity in assuming many times the accrual and 
extinction of right. 

Moreover, from the previously cited texts ol Gautama 
and others, such as,—“ Union (of husband and wife) arises 
indeed from marriage,”—it appears that the wife’s right to 
the property of the husband arises from marriage: but 
there is no authority for assuming that that right ceases 
on the death of the husband if he was unseparated or re¬ 
united, and that it does not cease in other cases. When 
there are sons &c., then it is only on the authority of the 
texts propounding their right that the extinction of the 
wife’s right is assumed. It cannot, however, be con¬ 
tended, that in this case too, the extinction of the wife’s 
right is to be assumed by reason of the texts laying down 
the rigid, of a re-united or unseparated brother. Because 
any text to that effect is not met with ; and because it 
cannot be ascertained by reason of the fallacy of mutual 
dependence; for if it be established that the wife’s right is 
extinguished on the death of the husband who was re¬ 
united or unseparated, then the texts laying down the 
right of the brother may be held to be relative to that case; 
again if it be established that the texts laying down the 
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ri°-ht of the brother is relative to that case, then the ex¬ 
tinction of the wife’s right may be assumed. Hence it is 
that in the texts of Yogisvara, Vishnu and others, only the 
default of sons is mentioned, but not separation nor the 
absence of I’e-union. It cannot be argued that these aie, 
by implication, enumerated, inasmuch as partition has pi e- 
viously been mentioned and re-union has subsequently been 
treated of; for if that were so, then the term ‘ sonless also 
need not be set out, since when the primary and the secon- 
dary sons liavo been separately mentioned to be lieiis, then 
also it may appear by implication that the text is lelative 
to a different state of things. The terni £ sonless’ may be¬ 
come significant by interpreting it to indicate the following 
restriction, namely, that these alone are, in this very order, 
heirs to a sonless person : and this interpretation is equally 
applicable to the other two cases (namely, jointness, or 
re-union). But it does by no means follow that the text 
is relative to the case of separation. It has already been 
said that the text regarding re-union is intended for laying- 
down a special rule when the right of the brother takes 
effect, and not for excluding the wife and the like. 

“ Besides, if the texts of Sankha, Likhita, and others 
related to a brother who was joint or re-united, then what 
is the meaning of this, viz ,, that the estate of such a sonless 
person devolves on a brother of that description, and in 
his default the parents shall take ? Then agaiu the ques¬ 
tion arises, whether the parents who have been separated 
and not re-united, or who are joint or re-united shall take ? 
The first alternative is not tenable ; for such parents are 
debarred by the wife, how then in default of brothers, can 
their right be signified in preference to the wife ? Neither 
is the second alternative tenable ; for the text would bo 
useless, since no one disputes that the parents who are 
joint or re-united are entitled to take. Moreover, as in 
the case of the estate of one who was separated and not 
re-united with the father or the brothers, the father suc¬ 
ceeds in preference to the brothers,—by reason of his being 
the author of (the deceased son’s) existence, by reason of 
the declaration of identity (of father and son) as in the 

t ex t_‘ A man himself indeed is born as the son, the sou 

is the same as the father himself,’ by reason of the authority 
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of the father over the person and property of the son, by 
reason of the deceased son’s participation, through the ' 
union of oblations effected by the ceremony of sapin- 
dlJcarana, in the two oblations presented by the father to 
the grandfather and the great-grandfather, and by reason 
of the incompetency of the sons to present oblations in the 
parva occasions while the father is alive ;—so it is reason¬ 
able that he should succeed in other cases. Or there be¬ 
ing no distinction between jointness and re-union, the 
co-equal right (of the father and the brothers) is reason¬ 
able, but it is not reasonable to say that the father’s right 
takes effect on failure of the brothers. 

“Moreover, the adjectives ‘unseparated’ and ‘re¬ 
united’ cannot properly be applied to (both) the parents, 
for there cannot be partition with the mother, and so the 
adjective ‘ unseparated’ (as applied to the mother) would 
be meaningless. Hence it follows that there can neither be 
re-union (with the mother), for it must be preceded by par¬ 
tition. Accordingly Vrihaspati says,—‘ He who having 
been separated dwell together again through affection with 
the father, brother or the paternal uncle is called re-united 
with him.’ From this text it appears that the father, bro¬ 
ther and the paternal uncle who are from their birth likely 
to be united as regards the property acquired by the 
father and the grandfather, they alone may become re-uni¬ 
ted when having been once separated they annul through 
mutual affection the previous partition with an agreement 
to the effect that the wealth which is mine is thine and 
what is thine is mine, and remain as one householder as 
before in commensality and undivided (in any transac¬ 
tion). Those, however, who are unlike these are not to be 
considered re-united by reason of the mere union of pro¬ 
perty ; for if that were so, then the term re-union would 
be applicable to a joint stock company of tx’aders. Ac¬ 
cordingly the term re-union is not applied to brethren 
who manage their estates holding them joint for the sake 
of convenience, but are without the stipulation based upon 
affection. Hence it becomes difficult (for the adversary) 
to maintain the mother’s right of succession in spite of the 
brother. 

“ Hence it is perfectly consistent to hold that in do- 
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fault of descendants down to the great grandson, die wi¬ 
dow alone does without distinction succeed to the entire 
estate of her deceased sonless husband. But it is not rea¬ 
sonable to assume what is not specified in any text, 
namely, that the wife succeeds if the husband was sepa¬ 
rated and not re-united. Jitendriya and others also sup¬ 
port the same view. In default of descendants down to 
the great grandson, she too confers a great amount of 
spiritual benefit upon the husband by performing the 
sraddha and the like. This appears from the following 
text of Manu, viz .,—‘ The wife alone shall offer oblations 
to him and take his entire estate.’ Vy6sa also declares, — 
‘ When the husband is dead, a chaste wife loading a life of 
austerities and performing daily oblations shall respect¬ 
fully offer handfuls of water to her husband and shall day 
by day worship the gods and entertain the guests ; also 
being devoted shall daily worship Vishnu, shall present 
gifts to worthiest Brahmanas for the purpose of augment¬ 
ing religious merit; and shall, oh auspicious ! observe the 
various kinds of fasting enjoined by the Sastras : oh sweet- 
faced ! the wife who is constantly devoted to a religious 
life saves both herself and her husband abiding in the 
other world.’—Hence, because the wife also saves the hus¬ 
band from the infernal regions, and because by leading a 
vicious life through indigence (the wife ifrho is) half the 
body of the husband by reason of the declaration to that 
effect, causes the husband also to fall, for the same is indi¬ 
cated in texts like the following,—‘ whose wife drinks 
wine &c.’—therefore the estate being taken by her be¬ 
comes beneficial to the husband ; consequently the wife’s 
succession to the husband’s estate in preference to all 
others is consistent with reason. 

“ The construction to be put upon the texts of Sankha 
and other sages is, however, far-fetched The estate of a 
person who is deceased and sonless, i. c., destitute of male 
issue down to the gieat-grandson, let the eldest wife, i. <\, 
the wife that is piefeiable, take; in her default and in 
default of the daughter and the daughter’s son, let the 
parents take; in their default it goes to the brothers: the. 
term tadabhavc ( 1! * Hs ; her or their default) occurring in 
the middle (ol the text ol Sankha and others) may be con- 
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struecl with what precedes or with what follows, for such 
a construction is not incorrect, and the reason for it 
has previously been mentioned. The text of Narada, 
namely ,—f If any one of the brothers die without issue 
&c.’—and other texts to the same effect are relative to a 
wedded wife other than a patrd ; since in these texts the 
term stri is used, whereas in the text of Sankha and others, 
the term patni is used And it has been previously shewn 
that all married women do not acquire the status of 
the patni. Accordingly in another text of Narada him¬ 
self, namely,'—‘ But the king adhering to his duties shall 
(take the estate and) allow maintenance to his stns ; this 
is pronounced the law of inheritance excepting in the case 
of Brahmanas,’—it appears from the use of the term stri 
that maintenance only is to be allowed to the wives of a 
person other than a Brahmana, who do not hold the rank 
of the patni. But the wives of a person other than a Brah¬ 
mana, who hold the rank of the patni are entitled to take 
the entire estate of the husband. Thus Vrihaspati says, 
—‘ The estate of the Kshatriyas, Vaisyas and Sudras who 
are sonless and destitute of the patni and brothers, the 
king shall take, for he is the lord of all.’—The term ‘ des¬ 
titute of the patni and brothers’ indicates the failure of all 
the heirs down to the fellow-student; because the order of 
their succession being settled, the king cannot intervene 
between them, and because in the previously cited text, 
Vishnu having mentioned the heirs down to the fellow- 
student, says,—‘ in their default it goes to the king except¬ 
ing the property of a Brahmana.’ ” 

13. As to the above view (of Jfmutavahana) what 
is to be remarked is this. What is the objection to the 
reconciliation, namely, that the texts of Narada Sankha 
and others are relative to jointness or re-union ? Is it in 
conflict with any reason, or is it in conflict with any text ? 
There is not, however, conflict with any reason, for there 
is not any reason against it. But rather there is a reason 
in support of it. Since when the husband dies unsepa¬ 
rated, he had no (specific) share at all, then what will the 
wife take f And il're-united, then although his share had 
been specified, it was lost by reason of the accrual of a com- 
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mon right over again. Nor can it be argued that there is 
certainly his undefined share although it is the subject of 
a common right. For although this be admitted, still on 
the demise of one by whoso relation the right became 
common, the succession of him alone whose right subsists 
is proper, but not the supposition of the accrual of an- 
other’s right. If it bo said that, by reason of the text of 
Gautama, viz.,—“ From marriage indeed arises union as 
regards religious acts, their fruit and the acceptance of 
chattels” — the wife’s right accrues to the liusbaud’s share 
though undefined, wherefore then is the extinction of that 
right assumed while she is alive ? The answer _ is : — Her 
right is only fictional but not a real one : the wife’s right 
to the husband’s property, which to all appearance seems 
to be the same (as the husbaud’s right) like a mixture of 
milk and water, is suitable to the performance of acts 
which are to be jointly performed, but it is not mutual 
like that of the brothers; hence it is that there may be 
Reparation of brothers, but not of the husband and wife ; 
on this reason is founded the text, namely,—“ Partition 
cannot take place between the husband and wife ; therefore 
it cannot but be admitted that on the extinction of the hus¬ 
band’s right the extinction of the wife’s right is necessary : 
hence it is to be assumed (by you) either that the wife’s 
right accrues to the property of the husband who was joint 
or re-united (on his demise), or that the existing right of 
a co-sharer who is joint or re-united is not common ; the 
latter alternative alone cannot but be admitted (by you) by 
reason of simplicity. Nor can the wife herself be a party 
to partition, as there is no authority establishing the same. 
Nor can it be said that these very texts (which lay down 
the wife’s succession) establish it. Because it is not set¬ 
tled as to what case these texts are applicable, and be¬ 
cause these may as well be taken to refer to the estate of 
one who was separated and not re-united. Accordingly 
the fallacy of mutual dependence ( mentioned by Ji'nnihi- 
vahana, p- 160) is out of the question. Since the fallacy 
cannot interrupt the enquiry (into the subject to which the 
texts are appH ca ^. e / j anc l since when the enquiry is over, 
the subject to which the texts are applicable has already 
beon deterniiued. 
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A s for what has been said in the passage, namely,— 
“ For even when the family is joint or re-united &c.” 
(p. 160); that is not capable of weakening our contention. 
For even if the right of each member be admitted to 
extend to a fractional portion though unascertained, still 
it is established by a different reason, that the texts 
(laying down the wife’s succession) cannot refer to a case 
of re-union. Nor can it be argued that there is no autho¬ 
rity for holding that the texts, such as,—“ The wife and 
the daughters &c.”—refer to the estate of one who was 
separated and not re-united, while there is nothing to that 
effect in the texts themselves. Because there being no 
other reasonable reconciliation of the conflicting texts of 
Narada and others, the inference of a meaning, which is 
based upon the reason which has previously been set forth 
is itself the authority. And it will subsequently be stated 
that no other reconciliation is reasonable. 

Nor can it be argued that just as (you say that) there are 
no terms used in the text itself to show that it is relative to 
the estate of a person separated and not re united, because 
it appeal’s by implication that the text,—lhe wife and 
the daughters &c.”—refers to that case by reason of parti¬ 
tion having previously been dealt with, and by reason of 
re-union having been subsequently treated of: that there¬ 
fore for the same reason the term ‘ sonless’ also ought not to 
have been mentioned (in the text), because the text,— 
“ The wife and the daughters &c.”—being set about after 
having discussed the subject of partition between the 
primary and subsidiary sons, it would have appeared, 
(by implication) that the text refers to the estate of a son¬ 
less person. Because the term (‘sonless’) is used for the 
purpose of indicating a meaning which has not been 
expressed by Yogisvara in any other text, but which 
meaning is mentioned in other Institutes by texts like— 
tl The auntHfi or legitimate son alone is the master of the 
paternal wealth,”—and—“ Not brothers nor parents but 
the sons aro entitled to the property of the father.” 
Otherwise there might be a doubt that as on partition 
during the father’s lifetime or after his demise, his wives 
are entitled to shares even when there are sons, so the 
same would bo the ease in this instance too. If it be said 
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that there is no occasion for such a doubt, the text being 
declared after the subject of partition amongst sons lias 
been finished; then in other Institutes the declaration of 
separate texts, such as,—“ The aurasa or legitimate son 
alone is the master of the paternal wealth,”—and—“ Not 
brothers nor parents but sons are entitled to the paternal 
wealth,”—for establishing the absence of the right of the 
wife and the rest when there are the legitimate and 
subsidiary sons, —would be altogether useless. And the 
ground on which this objection may be removed (by you), 
namely,— that in the Institutes of law, a proposition though 
it may be deduced by means of the rules of interpretation 
is still for the purpose of clearness separately enunciated, 

_may with greater reason be applicable to a single term 

(viz. ‘ sonless’) If it be said that wherefore have not the 
terms £ separated’ and ‘ not re united’ also been for the 
sake of clearness inserted (in the text of Yajnavalkya to 
qualify the ‘ sonless person’) ? The answer is, because the 
sages had their own independent will. Besides, agreeably 
to°the maxim that when there is an effect (in the shapo of 
erroneous knowledge) its reason is investigated,—where 
there is a separate text of law embodying a meaning which 
is deducible by the rules of interpretation (from other texts) 
then, because what is so deducible ought to be maintained, 
therefore it is said that the separate text is intended to eluci¬ 
date the same so that the text may not be considered useless. 

As for what has been said, namely, that the text,— 
“ Of a re-united' (co-heir), however, a re-united (co-heir)” 
_is intended to lay down a special rule when the succes¬ 
sion opens to brothers, and not to exclude the wife &c.;—• 
that too is erroneous; for it is opposed to the term ‘ how¬ 
ever ;’ and because in that part of the Institutes (of Y6jna-, 
valkva) each succeeding text is put by way of exception to 
what lias previously been laid down; hence the term<how¬ 
ever’ has been inserted in every text, and the text—“ An 
impotent &c.”—(which succeeds the above text) is declared 
embodying an exceptional rule for excluding, by reason of 
impotence and the like, from inheritance all the sous and 
the rest who have previously been declared to be heirs. 
Accordingly* i n the Mit&ksharh those texts have been intro¬ 
duced and oxplai net *- in this way by VijuAnesvara. 
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In the passage “ Besides &c.” (p. 161)—the right of the 
parents in default of brothers, as laid down in the test of 
h.ankha and 'Likhita has been refuted (by Jfmutavahana) 
having put his argument in an alternative form. That too 
is very weak ; for our view cannot bo questioned in that 
way, inasmuch as, like you, wo can as well by r ever sin o- 
the order explain that text to bo relative to parents who 
arc separated and not re-united. 

A sfor what has been said (p. 161) in the passage 
Moreover &c » ; that is to be passed by, as being of the 
same kind with the preceding. 

As also for what has been said (p. 162) in the passage 
“ moreover Ac.” ;-that too is not a valid objection, because 
although the adjectives (unseparated and re-united) be not 
applicable to the mother (included under the term 1 parents’) 
s id they may properly be construed with the father 
(comprised by the same term). But in reality, though 
directly there can be no partition with the mother, still 
re-union (of the mother), preceded by the particular 
stipulation based upon affection, may take place with 
sous, since she too may get a share by‘the choice of the 
father at a partition during his lifetime, and since parti- 
cipation (of a share) by her at a partition after the demise 
of the father is distinctly declared. Nor can it ho argued 
that this is contrary to the text of Vrihaspati, namely,— 
<k lie who having been separated &c/’; that hence it is said 
by the author of the Mitakshara that re-union does not take 
place with any person indifferently, but with the father, 
brother or uncle, and the above text is cited by him in 
suppoif of this view. Because, if that were so, then re- 
in.o.ii Writ i the daughters son and the like, which is recog- 
!o• r Vi 1(3 pr&utico of all people, would become impro- 
\ ’ i ll J l those only amongst whom there may 

(partition), Sndt’l ^ raU , tual un . ion 1 F re ? e ** d by it 
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property 
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in the shape of an injunction, which is liable to three 
exceptions. It is for this reason that the particle ‘ or’ is 
repeated in the text of Vrihaspati to show that no value is 
to be attached to the enumeration. So in the Ratnakara, 
Chandesvara says,—The particle ‘ or’ shows that no impor¬ 
tance is to be attached to the enumeration , hence we get 
what is recognised by all people, namely, the re-union ot 
one dwelling together after partition with the paternal 
uncle’s son who was a co-sharer (before partition). Also 
Vachaspati says to the same effect. As for what he (Va- 
chaspati) says, namely, that re-union is, by reason of 
simplicity, defined to be only the union together of those 
who had separate properties ; the fact of there having been 
previous partition is not the condition ot it nor is mutual 
assent its foundation :—that is not tenable ; because it is 
opposed to the term ‘ again’ ; and because the term re¬ 
union would be applicable even to partition, for if right 
by birth be not admitted, thou on (the occasion of) parti¬ 
tion there is union of those having distinct properties: 
otherwise, if it be said that both (the definitions) being de- 
ducible from the text, the one maintained by the other side 
is equally valid, then it would exclude the re-union ^ with 
an ascendant such as the father, although such ro-umon is 
recognised by all people. Also the author of the Mitak- 
sliard by saying 11 not with any person indifferently, 
intends not to exclude the mother and the like, but on y 
to lay down the restriction, that re union must be preceded 
by partition and bused upon the particular stipulation, 
and so to exclude the union consisting in the mixture of 

chattels in any way. c 

As for what you have said, namely, that the object of 
the text viz.,—“ Of the re-unitod (co heir), however, a 
re-united (co-heir) &e.”—is to provide for special rules 
o-overned by the circumstance of re union, the fact of 
being uterine, and so forth,— (rules) which are to apply 
when the succession opens to the brothersthat, how¬ 
ever is very unreasonable ; since there is no reason why 
that’text should not be applicable to other gentiles such 
ns the father. And this will be discussed at length where 
that subject (re-union) itself is dealt with. 
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# Hence there is no defect (attributable to the reconci¬ 
liation made by us) in the shape of a conflict with any 
reason. 

Nor can it be argued that there is a conflict with the text, 
on the ground that when he (Vrihaspati) has (in his text 
p. 159) qualified the re-united person also by the adjective 
“ devoid of the wife and the father,” then it follows that 
the right (of a brother) to the estate of re-united brothers 
takes effect only in default of the wife and the father, in 
the same way as in default of male issue. Because the 
succession of the wife to the estate of her re-united hus¬ 
band is expressly forbidden by Narada in the text,— “ The 
sages hold that amongst the re-united brethren, however, 
that share (which would go to the husband on partition) 
she is not entitled to.” Also in the reading of this text, 
as adopted in the Kalpataru, namely,—“ The share of one 
of the re ; united brethren, however, is ordained to be theirs 
alone”—the exclusion of the wife and the like certainly 
follows from the term i alone.’ Nor can it be argued that 
if the text of Narada, namely,—“ Among brothers if any 
one die &c.” (p. 142)—be, by virtue of the context, inter¬ 
preted to refer to a case of re-union, then there would be 
tautology, since the same thing is expressed in the text,— 
“ The sages hold &c.” ; hence, because the term ‘ sir l ’ is used 
in this text (of Narada) and the term * patnV is used in other 
texts (which lay down the succession of the wife in prefer¬ 
ence to the brothers &c.), therefore the reconciliation 
which alone is preferable is that the latter texts refer to the 
patnl or the lawfully wedded wife, (and the previous text 
of Narada, to other wives). Because the objection of tau¬ 
tology is of no effect, for what are intended to be laid 
down (in the first text of Narada) are only the impartia¬ 
lity of the wives’ peculiar property and their maintenance, 
anti tins subject is introduced by repeating what has been 
previously ordained (in the second text); and because it 
would bo unreasonable to prohibit the succession of the 
other wives to tho estate of their husband, as their succes¬ 
sion cannot follow from texts like,—“ The wife and the 
da lighters &<».”—in which the term paint is used. Again, 
agreeably to your opinion, the term 4 through covetous¬ 
ness for the heritage’ in Vasishtha’s text, which qualifies 
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the term 1 appointment’ would become unaccountable; for 
if the wife be first of all entitled to take the estate of tho 
husband, who is destitute of male issue, without distinc¬ 
tion arising from jointness separation or re-union, then 
how can there be the acceptance by the wife of appointment 
through covetousness for heritage, that it is prohibited ? 
Agreeably to our opinion, however, by virtue of the texts 
of Ntirada and others, the wife has no concern with the 
estate of the sunless husband while there is a brother joint 
or re-united, but her right may arise through a son alone, 
hence the acceptance of appointment through covetousness 
of inheritance may take place, and so it is prohibited. 
Nor can it be argued that inasmuch as in your opinion a 
wife other than a patnl is not entitled to the inheritance, 
her acceptance of the appointment, proceeding from co¬ 
vetousness of wealth is prohibited, and not what wo say 
might have happened (but for tho prohibition). Because 
the pntni alone being premised there, it would be unrea¬ 
sonable to say that it refers to a wife other than tho patnl. 
Accordingly Dharesvara and others have set forth this very 
text of Vasishtha as an authority for holding that the text, 

_ “ The wife and the daughters &c.”—refers to a patnl 

willing to accept the appointment. Hence, there is the 
prohibition of the wile’s succession to the estato of tho 
re-united husband,, by virtue of the texts of Narada and 
Vasishtha; there is, again, the prohibition of even the 
uterine brother’s succession to tho estate of a re-united 
brother, when there is the wife, by reason of the declara¬ 
tion in the text of Vrihaspati namely ,—“ This is tho law 
regarding the estate of a person who is childless and 
destitute of the wife and the father this conflict which 
necessarily arises, and ought to be any how got rid of by 
referring the texts to distinct cases, but which has not been 
,/ot rid of by others, is thus reconciled,—Although it would 
follow, regard being had to the subject treated in the con¬ 
text, that tlie term ‘ re-united person’ is to be supplied us (lie 
substantive t< which the _ adjective ‘ destitute of the wife 
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Nor can it be said that since the pronoun c this’ 
relates to the law of succession to the property of a re¬ 
united person, with regard to which a particular rule is 
laid down in this part of the text, (viz. u This is the law 
&c”), therefore the adjective 4 destitute of the wife 
and the father,’ like the adjective 4 childless’ qualifies the 
re-united deceased (co-sharer) ; that hence the conflict is not 
between the precept and the context, but between the 
two precepts. Because, though the pronoun relates to 
the succession to the estate of a re*united (co-sharer,) still 
(the meaning may be taken to be ) 4 this’ same law of succes¬ 
sion, which obtains with regard to the estate of a re-united 
co-sharer, is applicable even to the estate of one not re¬ 
united who is destitute of issue, and has not the wife or 
the father surviving him, (that is to say) let not a uterine 
brother, however, take the estate of a deceased childless 
brother, who was separated and not re-united, when there 
is the wife or the father, but let the wife or the father 
take : the proposition may be reasonably explained in this 
way* Thus the word cha also is to be explained as 
suggesting that the term 4 not re-united’ which is not 
expressed is understood. Hence also, if the subject bo 
taken to be disjoined by this proposition relativo to the 
estate of a brother not re-united, then also the use of the 
term ‘re-united’ becomes significant, in the succeeding 
text, namely ,— 44 Of the re-united, however, if any one 
&c.” ; otherwise it would be useless, for the same meaning 
would appear here too from the context. Accordingly 
in the third chapter (of the Mfmausa) it has been held 
while dealing with the topic of the nivids (or invocations 
of gods at the time of offering sacrifices to them) that the 
putting on of the upper garment (which is subsequently 
enjoined) is not subservient to the chanting of the hymns 
for Kindling the holy fire, by reason of the topic of these 
hymns, which is separated (from the topic in which the 
pi aim on of the upper garment is enjoined) by the 
different topic of the nivids ,—forming a minor topic; 
but ik Nubsorvient to the whole sacrifice of Darsa- 


puurnuruana which is the 
includes the minor ones) 
Bhatta thut the subsoqueu' 


comprehensive topic (and 
arid it is maintained by 
attributes (of the hymns, 
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called UmyasJ are enjoined by repeating the hymns for 
kindling the holy fire, on account of their distance, in 
the same way as the twelve propitiating hymns. But in 
reality, the succession of the sister, in default of a uterino 
brother, to the estate of a re-united brother, is indicated 
by the text,—“if there be any sister &c.”, — and this 
alone which immediately precedes is referred to by the 
pronoun ‘ this’ occurring in the sentence “ this is the law 
&c.”: and in this interpretation there is no conflict what¬ 
ever. It has been so explained in the Chandrika also. 

The succession, however, of the widow to the entire 
estate belonging to her sonless husband who was unsepa¬ 
rated i3 opposed to what is declared by Katyayana; for 
he says,—“ But when the husband dies unseparated, the 
wife is entitled to food and raiment; or (luj she gets a 
portion of the estate till her death.”—The particle tu bears 
the sense of ‘ or’; hence the meaning is this : —Either she 
may directly receive food and raiment, or till hor death, 
i. e. during her life, she may get so much share of the 
property as is sufficient for her maintenance and for (lie 
performance of necessary religious ceremonies which a 
woman is competent to perform. By reason of the declar¬ 
ation “a portion of the estate till her death,” the position 
that the widow gets the entire estate of the unseparated 
husband, fails. Nor can it be argued from the use of the 
term stri (in the above text), that this text refers to a wife 
other than a palnl. Because the adjective ‘ unseparatod’ 
would be moariingles.s ; and because it is ordained that a 
sonless wife other than a pain! is entitled only to mainte¬ 
nance, even when tho husband was separated. Accord¬ 
ingly Vrihaspnti having said (in the previous text, p. 135) 

“ even when partition has been made,”—goes on to de¬ 
clare,—“ Must allow (her) subsistence, or if she choose, a 
share of the field.” This text has been explained in the 
Smritichandrika, thus:—The term ‘ subsistence’ includes 
food and raiment; wealth Sufficient for the same, or agree¬ 
ably to her own choice a share of the field equal to that 
purpose, must be allowed to a widow other than a palnl 
who is entitled to ' estate of the husband, by the brother 
&c. taking the esia 0 . the term i must’ shows the necessity 
of giving tho allowance. To this very subject refers tHo 
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following text of Nai-ada,—“ All the chaste widows should 
be maintained with food and raiment, by the eldest 
(brother of the husband), or by the father-in-law, or by any 
other gentile”'— i. e., whoever takes the husband’s estate : 
maintenance is to be allowed by reason of succession to 
the estate. 

By the term ‘ chaste’ (in the above text of Narada) 
it is shewn that, in all (the texts), the maintenance of the 
chaste widows alone is intended. But that too, even the 
jvitnis that are unchaste, are not entitled to, by reason of 
what is ordained in the latter part of the text of Narada, 
previously cited (p. 143), viz.—“ but if they bohavo other¬ 
wise, the brothers may resume their allowance,”—and in 
other texts. Accordingly also Vrihaspati says that what has 
been given by the father-in-law &c. to the chaste for their 
maintenance should not be resumed even by other kins¬ 
men, thus—“ But such immoveable or other property, as 
has been given by the father-in-law to the wives (of 
his sons) can, on no account, be resumed by the kinsmen 
here.” 

But even what has been given to those that prove to 
be of a different character may be resumed. This is 
declai'cd by Katyayana,—“(A woman) complying with 
the wishes of the venerable protector, is entitled to enjoy 
the allotted share: if she does not comply with their 
wishes, then she should be reduced to the livelihood of a 
slave. She who is bent upon injurious acts, is shameless 
or spendthrift or adulterous, is not entitled to even woman’s 
property.”—By the expression ‘ is not entitled,’ two mean¬ 
ings are conveyed, namely, that even what is sufficient 
f »r maintenance should not be given, and that even what 
bus been given should be resumed from one that proves to 
be suoh. 

As for the text of Sruti, namely,—“ Therefore women 
are devoid 0 f the senses fanindriyas) and incompetent to 
inherit., -—and for the text of Manu based upon it, namely, 
-- ur oe d the rule ia that women are always devoid of 
the senses and incompetent to inherit—those arc both 
t° be interpreted to refer to those women whose right of 
iriheu ance ms not boon expressly declared. Ilaradatfa 
also, has explained (these texts) in this very way, in his 
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commentary on the Institutes of Gautama, called Mitak* 
sliara. But some (commentators) say that the term ‘ in¬ 
competent to inherit,’ implies censure only, by reason of 
its association with the term * devoid of the senses.’ This 
is not tenable ; because it cannot but be admitted that tho 
portion, namely, 1 incompetent to inherit’ is prohibitory 
and not condemnatory, for it cannot reasonably be held 
to be an absolutely superfluous precept inasmuch as the 
taking of the heritage (by women) may. take place under 
the desire (for property). But the portion ( devoid of tho 
senses’ is to be somehow explained as being a superfluous 
precept, and purporting the dependence (of women) on 
men; for the negation, what is contrary to the nature, 
meaning as it does of things, is objectionable. Hence what 
has been said above forms the best interpretation. The ve¬ 
nerable Vidyhranya (i. e., a forest of learning), however, 
has, in his commentary on the Institutes of Pardsara, ex¬ 
plained the above text of Sruti in.a different way:—The 
term ‘ incompetent to inherit’ indicates that the wife is not 
entitled to a share in case of her retirement to a forest; the 
term anindriyas (rendered above into ‘ devoid of the senses’) 
embodies tho reason for the same; for it appeals from the 
text viz.,— 11 The soma juice indeed is the indriya ,’ —that tho 
term indviya signifies also the soma, hence those that are 
not entitled to it are anindviyus, i. e., not entitled to taste 
the soma juice : the text being laudatory of the retirement 
of the wife into a forest (on the death of tho husband). 

Thus ends the discussion of the wife’s right. 
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PART II, 


§ 1.—The daughter’s succession and the reason for the same. 2.—The 
reason as stated by Jimutavahana excluding the barren and widow 
daughters noticed and criticized. 3.—The opinion that the appointed 
daughter alone succeeds, is criticized. 4.—The order of succession 
amongst daughters. 5.—A text of Vrihaspati explained by the author 
of the Smritichandrika. 6.—The plural number in ‘ daughters’ 
in Yajnavalkya’s text explained. 

1. In default of the wife, * the daughters’ are entitled 
to take the estate of a sonless person who was separated 
and not re-united. Accordingly Manu says,—“As a man 
is himself so is his son, a daughter is alike to a son ; when 
there is himself in the shape of a daughter wherefore 
should any other take the estate ?” Also Vrihaspati says, 
—“ A daughter like a son springs from every limb of the 
father; therefore why should another person take the 
estate of the father r” Here it is to be observed that 
although a daughter is directly begotten by the father, 
still by the terms ‘ alike to a son’ and ‘ like a son,’ a 
daughter is declared to be similar to a son, inasmuch as 
the constituent elements of a son’s body are derived most¬ 
ly from the limbs of the father, and those of a daughter’s 
body, mostly from the limbs of the mother; for it is so 
established m the Institutes of law as well as in Physio¬ 
logy by passages like the following,—“ A male child is 
generated when the virile seed exceeds, and a female child 
when the uterine blood prevails.” The term 1 himself’ (in 
the text,—‘ when there is himself in the shape of a daugh¬ 
ter’) signifies, similar to a son who is even as the father 
himself by reason of the text,—“ Indeed a man is himself 
born us a eon “ when there is himself in the shape of a 
daughter, means, in preference to a daughter. 

It may be asked that although the reason as set 
forth m the above texts indicates the daughter’s succession 
to the estate on failure of the legitimate or aurasa son, still 
°n wmi principle does the succession of the daughter take 
effect in do ault of the subsidiary sons and the wife ? The 
answer i s j 'at that too has clearly been set forth by 
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Narada for the benefit of tho dull ; thus he says ,—“ la 
default of the sons, however, the daughter (succeeds) by 
reason of similar lineage;”—this text again has boen 
explained by Narada himself, thus,—“ A son as well as a 
daughter are both perpetuators of the father’s lineage.” 
The intention is this : Both the son and the daughter are 
the parents of the father’s descendants called (respective¬ 
ly) tho pauttra or the son’s son and the duuhifri i or tho 
daughter’s 3011 ; hence their capacity tor perpetuating the 
lineago being similar, the daughter too, like the son, has 
the right of succession. But a son’s son and a daughter s 
son are not equal in themselves, hence tho equality is 
intended to have reference to their acts. The acts again 
do not consist in liquidating the debts or taking the 
unobstructed heritage, for a daughter’s son has no concern 
with theso while there is a son’s son, by reason of tho 
texts, viz.—“ The debts are to bo liquidated by sons and 
son’s sons,”—and—“ Therein the ownership of both tho 
father and the sons is equal,”—tho latter text being rela¬ 
tive to the grandfather’s property. Hence the acts hero 
are spiritual ones, namely, the performance ol the «■«(?. 
dhas, by reason of the text of Vishnu, namely, “ In tho 
performance of the funeral obsequies of the ancestors a 
son’s son and a daughter’s son aro alike.” T. hus a daugh¬ 
ter that confers only spiritual benefits through the inslvu- 
mentality of her son is inferior to a son that renders 
benefits b) moans of his sons and confers spiritual as well 
;;s temporal benefits. Nor can it bo said that thus a 
daughter who is begotten by a man himself is noaror than 
the wife, and as such is entitled to take the estate in' 
preference to the wife. Because the wife, who by her 
companionship assists the husband in the performance of 
the ceremonies enjoined in the Vedas such as the conse¬ 
cration of tho sacred fire, and who readers both spiritual 
and temporal benefits by hying the means of lineage, and 
by being the instrument ©f satisfying the human eml called 
.iLh-o. and who is extolled as half the body of the husband. 
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Although the father who is the object to whom funeral 
oblations are addressed by the son, and who as such 
conduces personally to the spiritual benefit of the son, is 
nearer than a daughter, and hence the text, viz.—“ The 
father or the brother shall take the estate of a sonless 
person”—should properly bo applied, previously to the 
daughter’s succession; still she is preferable by reason of 
the proximity of body as ordained in the text,—“ when 
there is himself in the shape of a daughter &c.”,—and it 
is in her default that the above text is to be applied, 
because from the use of the particle ‘ or’ (in the above text), 
it appears that no stress is intended to be put on the ordei\ 

2 . Jfmutavahana, how r ever, while discussing the 
daughter’s succession, says,—“ Since the perpetuating of 
the lineage is set forth as the reason for her succession ; 
and since, of the descendants lie who offers oblations 
benefits the deceased, but he who presents no oblation 
does not confer any benefit, and there being no distinction 
between the failure of offspring and having offspring other 
than those that conduce to the spiritual benefit; hence a 
daughter who has or who is likely to have male issue is 
entitled to the inheritance ; and consequently the opinion 
of Diksliita is to he accepted, viz, a daughter who is 
barren or who is widow or who is mother of daughters 
alone, and as such, is not likely to have male issue, is not 
entitled to succeed.” 

This too is open to criticism. Since he himself main¬ 
tains the preferential right of the maiden daughter in the 
passage, - £ First of all the maiden daughter alone succeeds 
to tho estate of the father,’—upon the authority of the 
following text of Parasara, namely,—“ Let the maiden 
daughter and in her default the married daughter take 
! l ,m I )() rty of a sonless deceased person,”—and of tho 
i toxt of Devala, namely,—“And to the maiden 

( fUl ^ 1 ‘^bull be given the father’s wealth (and) nuptial 
piopei y. But at that time there is no certainty that she 

! tli^v j ma ^ e issue ; and since wlmt has been set 
' 1 ■ /i . ’ j -uson for her succession may reasonably bo 
.•! U ° ivt f \ l,jte ‘ h ded to indicate only the greater prox- 
11111 ^ 01t0vc * , ‘ ho himself shows exceptions to what 
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lie holds to be the reason by laying down the succession 
of a daughter who has or who is likely to have male issue 
on failure of the maiden daughter. Therefore, agreeably 
to what we have said, the reason (as set forth in the texts) 
is to be explained to intend proximity. 

3. Dharesvara, Devasvamin, Devasata and others, 
however, in order to avoid a conflict of the texts ordaining’ 
the daughter’s succession with the following text, viz.—> 
“ The father or the brothers shall take the estate of a 
soilless person,”—say, that the texts establishing the daugh¬ 
ter’s succession (in preference to the father &c.) refer to 
the appointed daughter fputtrikaj ; in her default, however, 
th.o father and the rest are heirs agreeably to their order. 

This is very unsound. Since the appointed daughter 
is placed in the category of subsidiary sons by the follow¬ 
ing text of Yogisvara, namely,—“ The legitimate son is 
one born of a lawful wife: similar to him is the puttrika- 
suta (an appointed daughter or her son)”—and by the 
following text of Vasishtha, namely,-—■“ The son of an 
appointed daughter is known as the third (subsidiary 
son)—and since, by reason of the text of Manu, namely, 
—“ Not brothers nor the father but the sons (primary and 
subsidiary) take the estate of the father,”—an appointed 
daughter, like the'other subsidiary sons such as the wife’s 
son, succeeds to the inheritance in spite of the wife; 
therefore, a fortiori it follows that she succeeds when there 
is no wife. Ilenco the above texts would be liable to 
objection on the ground of being unnecessary, if they bo 
interpreted to refer to an appointed daughter; also if, 1 
would be unreasonable to assume without any cause that 
the texts whereof the terms include all daughters without 
any qualification, are relative to a particular class (of 
daughters, viz., the appointed daughters). Moreover, the 



the very same thing^is again ordained by the very same 
sage in the h‘ x > Ah equal (daughter), espoused l>\' (a 
person of) equal (class) ? chaste and following the wisho* 
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of the husband, appointed or not (expressly) appointed, 
slie takes the property of the sonless fatherhence it 
-would have to be assumed in order to avoid tautology, 
that the one text is merely explanatory of the other : (in 
our opinion) however, there is clearly no tautology, the 
one text being general in its application and the other, 
particular. ‘An equal daughter,’ means, a daughter of 
the same class with the father: ‘ espoused by an equal’ 
i. e., by a person of the same class; Jimutavahana says 
that this excludes those espoused by a person of a supe¬ 
rior or inferior class, for it is ordained that a son born 
of her cannot perform the sraddhn of the maternal grand¬ 
father of a superior class ; but this is not acceptable, since 
a damsel of a superior class cannot be married by a man 
of an inferior class ; therefore the term ‘ by an equal’ is to 
bo taken to bo intended to exclude one married to a 
poison of a superior class. 

Nor can it be argued that Narada has laid down as 
a general rule that all the daughters including the maiden, 
who are destitute of the father and the brothers, are in¬ 
competent to inherit the estate of the father, for he says, 

_ “ If s ]ie has a daughter, the paternal share is ordained 

for (the latter’s) maintenance; she shall enjoy the share 
till her marriage 5 afterwards the husband shall maintain 
Per,”—< she’ (in the first line) relutes to a sonless widow, 
as the text is declared with reference to her; hence if such 
a widow has a daughter then her paternal property is 
ordained merely for the purpose of her maintenance, con¬ 
sequently until her marriage she obtains her paternal 
share solelv for her maintenance, ‘ afterwards’, i. e., subse¬ 
quent to her marriage the husband shall maintain her; 
therefore also the residue of the property after defraying 
her in'imteimnce during that time, may be resumed from 
her: the succession, however, of the daughter,to the father’s 
property, with the power of disposing the same according 
to pleasure cannot at all be contended for. And that 
hence all tho texts which establish the daughter’s suoces- 
hjo1) ti> estate must be admitted to refer solely 

to the upjiuinu d daughter, as laying down an exception 
t° , ' ol \ rt oof.lurod in the above text; for otherwise if 
both the c asses ol texts referred generally to all daughters 
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it would bo difficult to reconcile them by considering one 
as laying down a general rule, and the other an exception 
to it: therefore the opinion of Dharesvara and others 
ought to be accepted as correct. 

This contention would have been correct had the text 
of Narada referred to the estate of a separated persop. 
But having regard to what precedes and to what follows 
(the above text in the Institutes of Narada) it clearly 
appears that this text refers to the property of ono who 
was joint or re-united. Iienco the texts which lay down 
the succession of the daughter without any qualification, 
to the estate of the father, in default of the wife, embody 
a rule not provided anywhere else which is applicable 
to the property of a separated person, but they do not 
provido an exception; consequently wo do not seo any 
reason whatsoever for considering these texts as referring 
to the appointed daughter alone. 

Jfnnitavahana sets forth the text of Devala, viz.— 
“ To the maiden daughters shall be given &c.”,—as an 
authority for establishing the right of the maiden daughter 
to succeed to the entire estate of the father. But 
this is inconsistent with tvhat is said by him in another 
placo ; for this very text is cited by him as an authority 
for allowing, on partition during life, to the maiden daugh¬ 
ters, property sufficiont for their marriage. That too has 
been refuted by us before. 

4. Amongst the daughters also, first let the mimar- 
ried daughters take the paternal property : in their default 
the married daughters; amongst these also, first tlio uu- 1 
provided ones, and on failure of them the provided ones ; 
all in the same predicament, however, take the property 
dividing it equally. This rule is settled. According¬ 
ly K6tyayam* says,—“The wife who is not unchaste, 
gets the wealth of the husband; in her default, the 
daughter it she be then unmarried. Qautumn ordains,—- 

“ Woman’s property goes to daughters unmarried and 
unprovided/’ Unprovided’ means indigent. Although 

‘woman’s propoi ,y is here mentioned, still the reason 
being the the text is applicable to paternal property 
also. But it 18 not re asonable to say that the term *• uu- 
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provided” means, destitute of offspring by reason of bar¬ 
renness and the like; for her succession (in that order ?) 
is not proper, inasmuch as she canuot confer spiritual 
benefit by means of sons. 

5. The author of the Smritichandrikfi explains in the 
following way the previously cited text of Vrihaspati, 
namely,—“ An equal (daughter) espoused by (a person of) 
an equal (class), chaste, and following the wishes of the 
husband, appointed or not (expressly) appointed, she takes 
the property of the sonless father —The first four adjec¬ 
tives refer to a daughter who takes the wealth after the 
wife; the remaining two adjectives qualify a daughter 
succeeding in preference to the wife. The substantive 
puttrikd or the appointed daughter is to be supplied to the 
adjectives { appointed or not (expressly) appointed ;’ the 
substantive ‘ daughter’ is to be supplied to the other adjec¬ 
tives. The particle ‘ or’ marks an alternative applicable 
to a determinate different state of things. Thus the 
meaning is as follows : The twofold appointed daughters 
are entitled, in preference to the wife, to take the property 
of the father destitute of legitimate sons ; and the daugh¬ 
ters who are qualified by the adjectives ‘ equal’ &c. suc¬ 
ceed on failure of the wife. Thus in default of the wife, 
when there are daughters provided as well as unprovided, 
married as well as maiden, then first, the maiden daughter 
alone succeeds, for the father was bound to maintain her ; 
in her default, a married daughter who is unprovided 
(succeeds), for though the husband is bound to maintain 
her, still she is unprovided by reason of the husband’s 
inability to maintain her; on failuro of her, even a pro¬ 
vided daughter qualified by the attributes ‘ equal,’ &c. 
takes the property agreeably to the propinquity previous¬ 
ly mentioned. 

Others, however, having admitted that the term ‘ ap- 
pointed’ means the •puttrikd , and the term ‘ not appointed,’ 
any ot her daughter, and that the particle ‘ or’ indicates indif- 
ii ivnoe, explains without supplying any substantive that 
the vs hole text rotors to any daughter, because tbo pronoun 
( she relates to the daughter without any qualification, 
(as used u> the preceding text). 
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6. The plural number in the term ‘ daughters’ (in 
Ydjnavalkya’s text p. 131) is used for the purpose of showing 
that the shares of the daughters of the same class are 
equal, but the shares of the daughters of different classes 
are distinct agreeably to the order of their classes. 

Here ends the succession of the daughters. 


PART I I I. 


§ 1.—The daughter’s son’s succession.—2. The interpretation that the 

daughter’s son means the appointed daughter’s son, is rejected_I 

The daughter’s son is not entitled to preference to the widow and the 
daughter. 

1 . On failure of daughters, the daughter’s son (be¬ 
comes heir); for the term ‘ also’ (in Ydjnavalkya’s text, _. 

‘ and the daughters also,’—p. 131), indicates the inclusion 
of what is not expressed. Accordingly Vishnu says,—“ On 
failure of descendants such as the sou and the sort’s son, the 
daughter’s sons obtain the property; for, in the performance 
of the funeral obsequies, the son’s son and the daughter’s 
son are alike.” The term ‘ on failure of the descendants 
such as the son and son’s son,’ indicates the failure of heirs 
down to the daughters. Also Maim says,—“ (If n daugh¬ 
ter) whether appointed or not appointed brings forth a son 
by her marriage with a person of equal class ; in hint, the 
maternal grandfather has a son’s son : he shall offer the 
funeral oblations ancl inherit the wealth.”—By the term 
* has a son’s son.’ it is shown that as a son’s son succeeds 
to his paternal grandfather’s estate in default of sons so 
the daughter’s son in default of daughters. Also Vrihas 
pati says,— ‘ As ■her ownership arises in the father’s 
wealth, although kindred exist; m the very same way her 
soil also obtains the estate of the mother’s father.” The 

meaning Jh’teV’!' *u g j tho oblations 

offered by the cl » u S « son, the daughter becomes heiress 
of her father s ^ ? m tho\ery same way^’ o» throng h 
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the selfsame offering of oblations, the daughter’s sons also 
become the owners of the maternal grandfather’s wealth ; 

1 although kindred,’ i. e. the father and the like ‘ exist.’ 

2. It cannot be said that this text (of Vrilvaspati) 
refers to the son of an appointed daughter; because the 
pronouns ‘ her’ and ‘ her son’ relate to the unqualified 
daughter mentioned before. Accordingly Manu also has 
declared the right of succession to the maternal grand¬ 
father’s estate, of the son of a daughter without any quali¬ 
fications, thus,—“ The daughter’s son indeed, shall take 
the entire estate of the (mother’s) sonless father; ho alone 
shall offer two oblations to the father and the maternal 
grandfather. Between a son’s son and a daughter’s son, 
in this world, there is no difference in law; since their 
mother and father are sprung from his body.”—The term 
1 father’ is to be interpreted as the mother’s father, accord¬ 
ingly the term ‘ maternal grandfather’ is subsequently 
stated: or (it may mean) as he takes the entire estate of his 
own father so also of the mother’s father who leaves no 
male issue, by reason of his personally performing the duties 
of his son; this is expressed in the passage, ‘ ho alone &c.” 
the meaning is, to his own father and the mother’s father: 
the terms ‘ mother and father’ are not to bo construed 
respectively, but the proper construction is that the son’s 
son’s father and the daughter’s son’s mother are sprung 
from the body of the proprietor. 

3. Some commentators, however, taking the text of 
Vishnu, viz.—“ On failure of descendants such as the son 
and the son’s son &c.”—in its literal acceptance, say that 
the daughter’s son succeeds in preference to the widow and 
the daughter. This is to bo rejected, because it would be 
in conflict with the text of Yogfsvara, and because the 
inferiority of the daughter’s son to tho daughter is indi¬ 
cated also in the text of Vriliaspali, namely,—“ in the very 
same way her son also.” 

1 hus ends the succession of the daughter’s son. 


MlNiSr^ 



PART IV. 


§1.—Succession of the parents. 2.—A passage of the Mitakshara, cited, 
where the order of succession between parents is determined. . 3.—A 
passage of the Smritiehandrika. cited, cx'itieizing the Mitakshara. 4.— 
The Dayabhiiga cited. 5.—Of the priority of the father. 6.—Objec¬ 
tions against the Mitakshara, removed. 7.—The author’s conclusion. 

1. On failure of the daughter’s son, ‘ the parents’ 
fpitarauj take the estate, (vide Yajnavalleya’s text, p. 131). 

2. On this subject it is said in the Mitakshara:— 

Although the order in which the mother and the father 
succeed to the estate does not clearly appear (from the term 
pitarau in Yajuavalkya’s text, p. 131,) since a conjunc¬ 
tive compound is declared to signify simultaneously tho 
sense of the component words, and the uni-residual com¬ 
pound (in which one of the words is retained and the 
other is suppressed) is an exceptional form ot the same ; 
yet, as the word * mother’ stands first in the phrase where¬ 
of the uni-residual compound is the result, and is read first 
in the form other than the uni-residual, viz., mdUpitarau 
or 1 the mother and- the father therefore the order of die 
sense, as deducible from the order of reading-, should not 
be rejected, when there is an inquiry concerning the order 
of succession ; hence the mother takes the estate of her 
soilless son, in the first instance; and, on failure of her, 
the father. Besides, the father is a common parent to 
other sons, but the mother is not so; hence her propin¬ 
quity is the greatest. And Manu has, in the text,—“ To 
the nearest sapinda the inheritance next belongs”—laid 
down the rule that oven amongst the sapmdas the samdu - 
odakas and the hk«b the. greatness ot propinquity deter¬ 
mines the right of succession. Consequently when there 
is this question for determination, there is nothing to 
prevent the appli ca ™ on °* (°f Manu) to the present 

case also. \ 

•, 24 
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3. Thereupon, the author of the Smritichandrika 
makes the following refined observations : There being no 
indication of order in the text,—“ There are two sarasvata 
sacrifices,” fox sarasvatau, one in honor of the goddess Saras- 
vati, the other in honor of the god SarasvanJ —it is establish¬ 
ed in the fifth chapter (of the Mfm&nsA) that the order of 
performing the sacrifices is regulated by the order of the 
hymns (called ydiyasj ; but it is not established that any 
indication of the order arises from the uni-residual com¬ 
pound itself, ft> 12 . sarasvatauj. Similarly, in this instance 
too, other authority ought to be searched for establishing 
the order of succession; if there be no other authority, 
then it is reasonable to say that both the parents take the 
estate, dividing it in equal shares, for, as in the conjunc¬ 
tive compound so in the uni-residual form, the conjunction 
of the two words is expressed. As for what has been said 
(in the Mitdkshara), namely, 1 that it is proper that the 
mother should succeed in preference to the father, by 
reason of her greater propinquity, inasmuch as the father 
is common to even the sons of the step-mother but the 
mother is not so —that too is not consistent with reason. 
Since there cannot be greater or lesser propinquity of the 
mother and the father to their offspring; for although the 
father may beget other sons, still he is equally with the 
mother, the parent of an offspring ; since causality (of the 
parents in begetting a child) cannot bo considered to exist 
separately in each parent (but exists jointly in both.) Nor 
can it be argued that the estate if taken by the father 
may descend even to stepbrothers, but if obtained by the 
mother, i f will go only to the whole brothers; therefore 
the mother succeeds (in preference to the father). Because 
such propinquity being the standard whereby the succes¬ 
sion ol the brothers and sisters is determined, cannot 
reasonably b e taken to be the criterion for determining 
l' 10 succession of the mother in preference to the father ; 
arid beemiBo propinquity is of no consequence in this case, 
■whore co-equality expressed by the uni-residual com¬ 

pound winch is an exceptional form of the conjunctive com. 
pound. Indeed where the question concerning the order 
(o succession) arises, there propinquity determines the 
order, ana not otherwise. Hence the right of the parents 
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bein°' co-equal they shall take in equal shares the estate 
of a Ison without issue. This is maintained by Srfbara. 
But it is not reasonable. For the joint succession of the 
father and the mother cannot take effect, inasmuch as the 
independent right of each of them appears from the texts 
“ The father shall take the estate of a sonless person, — 
an d— a Indeed the mother shall take the estate of a person 
who departs for heaven without leaving male issue just 
as when it appears that rice or barley is a means (of some¬ 
thing) independently of each other, it does not follow that 
their mixture has the same effect. Some (commentators) 
say that the mother is entitled to succeed first, because 
she confers a greater amount of benefit by bearing the 
child by nursing it and by the like acts, and because it 
it is laid down that,—“ The mother is entitled to reverence 
a thousand times more than the father.” This too is 
nothing; since the father also confers benefits in vari¬ 
ous ways, by performing the initiations, by furnishing the 
means of maintenance, &c., and since it is contrarily laid 
down that—“ Of these again the father is superior, be¬ 
cause the seed is declared to be superior. | If the reverence 
alone due to a person had had any effect m determining the 
succession, then the spiritual preceptor would have suc¬ 
ceeded even in preference to the father, inasmuch as it is 
declared that—“ Of the parent and the preceptor of the 
Vedas, the father preceptor is superior ; and the paternal 
grandfather, the paternal uncle and the like would have 
succeeded in spite of the brother and the brother’s sou. 

4 Jimfitavkhana, however, says: “From the term 
‘ the parents’ or pitarau (pt. 1, sect. 1) it appears that the 
r ; s first in the order; since by the radical word 

a ., i (whereof the dual number in the nominative case, is 
^ l 'Ltrau) the father is first suggested; and the dual number 
o-o-ests that the term pitarau is the result of the uni- 
SUe - t j j compound in which one word has been suppressed, 
J ® 8 . 1 ' ^is compound cannot reasonably be taken to bo 

U f two similar words, (meaning two fathers) therefore 
? ne ( n f () unity whh what has been declared by Vishnu, 
Man'u and others, it is ascertained to be one of two dis¬ 
similar words; » nd then the mother is suggested. Hence 
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■vyliat is said by Srikara, namely, tliat 1 the mental appre¬ 
hension of an order (of succession) can take place only 
when there is an expression of such order, lienee the 
expression of order being wanting, the apprehension (of 
the same) cannot take place’ ; and the reverse oi’der as 
maintained by Yijnanesvara—are not consistent with 
reason.” 

5 . Hence when there is difference as to the order to 
be reasonably deduced from the term pitarau or ‘ the 
parents,’ the order as declared in the text of Brihadvishnu 
ought to be accepted. And in that text it is first said 
that £ it devolves on daughters,’ and it is then stated that 
* if there be none, it belongs to the father; if he be dead, 
it goes to the mother.’ The author of the Mitakshara, 
however, certainly manifests a great deal of thoughtless¬ 
ness when he first of all cites this text of Brihadvishnu, 
adopting the above reading, and then relying upon mere 
reason contrary to it, concludes that among the parents 
the mother succeeds in preference to the father. The 
daughter’s sou again being included in the category of 
‘ daughters’ has not separately been mentioned by Brihad¬ 
vishnu, therefore it is to be observed that the default of 
daughters indicates the default of the daughter’s son also. 
Hence tho conclusion arrived at by many commentators 
such as the authors of the Smriticliandrika, the Mada- 
naratna, the Kalpataru, the Ratn&kara and the Parij&ta, 
is that it is only in default of the father that the mother 
succeeds to the estate of a son without male issue. 

V^chaspati, however, reads the text of Brihadvishnu 
in the following way, namely,—‘if there be none, it goes 
t<> the mother; if she bo dead it belongs to the father’— 
and thus comes to the same conclusion as in the Mitak- 
shiua. But this is undoubtedly erroneous, as this reading 
is not. met with in any other work. 

b. Alsu the argument in the Mit&kshara, namely, 

‘ as tho won! < mother’ stands first in the phrase whereof 
t.u um-n hiluul compound is the result”—is said to be 
erroneous; lor the rule that the term ‘mother’ must stand 
first, m not r.pj,,ii ca hj e to the phrase which is reduced to 
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the compound, since that rule is laid down by grammari¬ 
ans with regard to the compound, but not in respect of the 
phrase to which the compound is resolvable. Wo now 
proceed to removo this and other objections raised by 
others against the reason assigned by Vijnanesvara. The 
proposition, however, that a conjunctive compound signi¬ 
fies simultaneously the sense of the component words, has 
been refuted at great length in the B&rtika and the 
Tantraratna while dealing with the subject of the con¬ 
struction of sentences. But as regards the construction 
with any other word in the sentence, the conjunction of 
the component words is grammatically conveyed by the 
conjunctive compound; hence in the passage, “ the parents 
(pitarauj are heirs,” although the grammatical construction 
(of ‘ the parents’ with tho other words) is simultaneous, 
still there can be no defect in the sentence even if there 
be in reality an order between the two parents. This 
being admitted by Srikara and all others, all this may be 
solved. Now since in the forms (of the compound) other 
than the uni-residual one, namely, matapitamu and matara- 
pitarau or ‘ the mother and the father,’ the term mother 
takes its place first; and since, if the complete and the 
uni-residual forms of the conjunctive compound had not 
been capable of conveying tho same idea, the optional use 
of either form would not have been directed; therefore it 
should be admitted that by the uni-residual form also, tho 
same idoa is conveyed in the same order. And although 
tho rule is not authoritatively laid down that the term 
t mother’ must stand first in tho phrase into which fho 
compound is resolvable, yet it is certainly established by 
the uniform practice of all commentators; since nowhere 
is tli ' compound pitarau found resolved into the phrase ‘ the 
father as well as the mother,’ but always iuto the phrase 
‘the mother as well as the father.’ Hence by reason of 
the maxim that * even a minute distinction may lead to a 
conclusion,’ this too may effect the determination (of 
the order oi succession), it may be that what has boon 
said by the author of the Mitakshnra is with this intention. 

Although the causality ot the parents in the produc¬ 
tion of a child does not separately exist in each parent-, 
still the greater propinquity ol the mother, deduced from 
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the consideration that the father may be a common parent 
to other sons but the mother is not so,—has been said 
(by Vijnanesvara) with reference to that consideration 
alone. There are certainly the attributes of (the one’s) 
being common and (the other’s) being not common, arising 
from relationship and consisting (respectively) in the 
tardiness and the facility of realizing the notions conveyed 
by the (corx-elative) terms (father and mother) ; for it is so 
felt. 

‘ When no order is indicated by the grammatical 
meaning of the passage, wherefore then is an order in fact 
assumed ?’—This argument of Srikara, however, which the 
authors of the Smritichandrika, &c. also had to meet, is 
refuted on the ground that an enquiry into the order 
arises, inasmuch as the independent right (of each of the 
parents) is laid down in other texts. 

7. All that remains is the conflict with the text of 
Brihadvishnu, which it is difficult to answer. That also 
we proceed to reconcile as far as we are able to do. Now 
we find that there are conflicting texts establishing the 
comparative reverence due to the father and to the mother. 
These must be reconciled by referring them to different 
cases. Thus, the following texts and others to the same 
effect establish that higher reverence is due to the mother ; 
viz. —“ The preceptor of the Vedas ten times more than 
the tutor, the father hundred times more than the precep¬ 
tor, but the mother a thousand times more than the father, 
is entitled to reverence,”—and—“ The mother is entitled 
to a greater degree of piety by reason of her bearing the 
child and nursing it” : while texts of Smriti, such as—“ Of 
those two, again, the father is superior, because the seed 
is declared to bo superior,”—and facts like the following 
related in the Puranas, namely—that Parasurfnna, incom¬ 
pliance with the order of his father, beheaded his mother, 
and that llama, although prevented by Kausalya (his 
mother) did, i n obedience to the command of his father, 
renounce th throne and retire to the forest,—show that, 
higher reverence ^ due to the father 

And the way j n which these max' be reconciled is this : 
When t ie utbor is endowed with all the qualities entitling 
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him to the greatest veneration, as is described in texts 
like the following one of Yogfsvara, namely,—“ A father 
is entitled to the highest veneration, who having performed 
the initiatory ceremonies, instructs the son in the Vedas 
and when the mother is devoid of all those virtues which 
constitute chastity, such as obedience to the husband: 
then, of these the hither is entitled to higher respect than 
the mother. If, however, the mother is like Aiundhati, 
endowed with all the virtues of chastity, and the father is 
merely the progenitor; then in such a case the mother 
is indeed entitled to greater respect than the father. Like- 
wise, from the story of Cliirakarika in the Mahabharata 
also, this distinction appears as the purport of that story. 
Hence in this instance also, the succession to the estate of 
a son without male issue, which, as laid down in the texts 
of Manu and other sages, appears to devolve in the first 
instance to the mother according to some (texts), and to 
the father agreeably to others,— ought properly to be 
reconciled in this way alone. Thus, Manu says,—“ The 
mother shall obtain the property of a son without male 
issue, and if the mother be dead, then the father s mother 
shall take the estate:” Vrihaspati says,—>•“ The mother 
shall take the estate of a deceased son who leaves neither 
■widow nor son, or a brother (shall take) by her permis¬ 
sion again Manu says,— <! The father or the brothers 
alone shall take^the estate of one leaving no male issue : 
the text of Brihadvishnu, cited before, lays down that “ if 
there be none, it belongs to the father; if he be dead, it 
goes to the motherand in the text of Yogfsvara is used 
the term “ parents,” which, according to Yijnanesvara, 
signifies * first the mother and after her the father,’ and 
according to others, the joint succession of both the pa¬ 
rents. or "the priority of the father. There being this diver- 
sity, (the reconciliation is, that) the mother succeeds in 
preference to the father, if she be entitled to greater 
reverence than the father; but she is postponed to the 
father, if she be entitled to lesser reverence than the father. 
And it i 3 reasonable that a mother who confers greater 
benefits than a father who does uot provide with the means 
of maintenance and the like, should take the estate; and 
that a father who furnishes with the means of maintenance 
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and the like, and consequently renders the greatest benefit 
by rearing and by providing with the means of subsistence 
for life, should take the estate (in preference to the mother). 
It should be particularly noticed by the learned, that it is 
thus that all the texts and all the commentaries become 
reconciled. 


PART V. 


§ 1.—Succession of brothers. 2.—Of whole brothers and half brothers. 

On failure of the parents the brothers take the estate. 

Although it appears from the text of Sankha and 
Paithfnasi, namely,—“ The wealth of a sonless person 
who departs for heaven goes to the brothers ; if there be 
none, let the paronts take &c.”—and from the text of 
Manu, namely,—“ Or the brothers alone”—that the bro¬ 
thers succeed in preference to the father ; and it appears 
from the text of Manu, namely,—“ And if the mother too 
be dead, the father’s mother shall take the estate”—that 
the paternal grandmother is entitled to succeed in pre¬ 
ference to the brothers : still in order to avoid a conflict 
with the texts of Yogisvara and Brihad Vishnu which lay 
down the order of succession, it is to be held that the 
above texts lay down merely their right of inheritance ; 
and that with a view to intimate that there is no con- 
flict with the above order, Manu and Paithfnasi employ 
the term 1 or’ thus, “ or the brothers alone” and “ or let 
the senior wife takeotherwise, if they were heirs of 
equal position the use of the particle ‘or’ would be ex¬ 
tremely unreasonable. This is the opinion of the author 
of the Mital;ohara and of many others. 

But the author of the Kalpataru says :—When there 
are the widow and a brother, then the chaste widow who 
is competent to perform the funeral obsequies and. the 
bke, succeeds first; but one v ho is not so, succeeds after 
a brother and the lather: but when there are the father 
and a votlier, then the property which was acquired by 
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the father, grandfather &c., and which on partition was 
allotted to the son, goes to the parents if the son dies 
without male issue ; but the property which was acquired 
by him without using paternal property devolves on the 
brother notwithstanding the parents. 

But it appears to me that in the text of Manu, 
namely,—“ if the mother too be dead, the father s mother 
shall take the estate”—and in the text of Sankha and 
Paithfnasi, namely,—“ if there be none, let the parents 
take”—and in the text of Devala, namely,—“Then the 
uterine brothers shall divide (amongst themselves) the 
heritage of one leaving no male issue; or else the equal 
daughters ; or else the surviving father ; the brothers ol 
the same class, the mother or the widow, agreeably to 
their order : in default of all these, those kinsmen (lculijas) 
who dwell together shall take”—order is expressed by tho 
terms ‘ dead’ ‘ in his default’ and 1 agreeably to their 
order.’ Hence it is not at all a perfect reconciliation to 
say that the texts of Yogisvara and Vishnu being alone 
declaratory of the order of succession, and the other texts 
being intended to show merely the right ol inheritance, 
no objection can arise from the assignment oi positions 
(to these heirs) in the latter texts, contrary' to those m 
the previous ones. But as in the instance of the wife’s son 
and others, the conflicting order expressed in the texts of law 
has been reconciled with reference to their possession or 
want of good qualities and to their friendliness or ani¬ 
mosity towards the legitimate (aurusaj son ; so hero too 
in the chapter on Partition of Heritage, the description of 
the sous &e. conferring benefits upon the father &c., or the 
description of the possession or want of good qualities, can 
have no other object, like the description of comparative 
propinquity- Hence any conflict of texts with regard to 
the order of succession is to be reconciled with reference 
^ the possession or want of good qualities, and to the 
oreatness or smallness of benefits conferred upon the pro¬ 
prietor. Any other reconciliation is not acceptable as 
L im , imperfect. Similarly in any instance in tho sequel. 
Thus every thing is consistent. 

Amongst, the brothers also, first the uterine bro* 
25 
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thers (succeed). Because it is laid down by Manu in the 
text ,— u To the nearest sapinda the inheritance next be¬ 
longs”—and by Vrihaspati in the text — u When one has 
many jndtis (or kinsmen,) salculyas as well as bandhavas ; be 
who is nearest among these shall take the estate of one 
leaving no male issue”—that the greatness of propinquity 
is alone the criterion (of succession) in the absence of 
special provision ; and the remoteness of half brothers is 
caused by their mother. But the term ‘ brothers’ being 
used without any qualification, the half brothers succeed 
in default of uterine brothers. This is clearly stated by 
the author of the Sangraha, thus,—“ If there be two 
classes of brothers, namely, whole brothers and half 
brothers; then the whole brothers take the estate not¬ 
withstanding the half brothers.” 

Thus ends the succession of brothers. 


PART VI. 


5 1 ._Succession of the brother’s son. 2.—Uterine brother’s son succeeds 

in preference to a half brother’s son. 

1 . In default of brothers, ‘ their sons’, i. e., the bro¬ 
ther,?’ sons are heirs. Nor can it be said that since by tlie 
term ‘ likewise’ in the passage ‘ likewise, their sons,’ similar¬ 
ity between the brothers and the brothers’ sons is indi¬ 
cated ; and since it has been declared that—“ Among 
those, however, whose fathers are different, the allotment 
ol shares is according to the fathers —therefore on fail¬ 
ure of i he parents, let them both jointly take the estate. 
Because, for fear of a conflict with the text of Vishnu, the 
term ‘ likewise’ is to be taken to convey the same mean¬ 
ing as the term ‘ and.’ Oherwise, as the term ‘ likewise’ 
might as well be construed with what precedes, wherefore 
could not the joint succession of the parents and brothers 
take place ? If jf ] )e sa pi that it does not take place by 
reason of its conflict with the text of Vishnu—the same 
may he said in this instance as well. And the meaning 
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of the text, “ Among those, however, whose fathers are* 
different &c.”—is this : when on the death of a brother 
their right takes effect, i. e. when any brother dies with¬ 
out leaving male issue and the right of all the surviving 
brothers accrues to the estate left by him, but if prior to 
the partition of the estate any one amongst these also die, 
then his sons would have become entitled to equal shares 
with their uncles, but (agreeably to the above text) they 
are all to take that share only which their father would 
have taken on partition, and not each a share equal to that 
of an uncle. Because, while a brother is alive, his sons 
have no right to the estate of their uncle ; since it is de¬ 
clared in the text of Yogfsvara that “ in the absence of the 
preceding one, every succeeding one is heirand since 
in the text of Vishnu, namely,—“ On their default it goes 
to the brothers’ sons,”—the failure of brothers is expressed, 
as the pronoun ‘ their’ relates to the term ‘ brothers.’ 

2. Amongst the brothers’ sons also, the sons of the 
uterine brothers, by reason of their greater propinquity, 
succeed in the first instance; in their default, the sons of 
half brothers. And this is reasonable ; because a son of a 
half brother presents the pinda to the (deceased) proprie¬ 
tor’s father and to his own paternal grandmother, omit¬ 
ting the proprietor’s mother, therefore he being inferior to 
a uterine brother’s son succeeds after him. Nor can it be 
argued that inasmuch as the throe ancestors together with 
their wives are the'objects to whom the funeral oblations 
are addressed, therefore the rival mother and the liko also 
are included. Because the terms ‘ mother’ and the liko 
signify primarily one’s own parent, the father’s parent, 
and the grandfather’s parent; and these as such are de¬ 
clared to be the objects to whom oblations are offered ; 
thus, it is ordained,—“ The mother partakes of the funeral 
oblations consisting of food with her own husband ; also 
the paternal grandmother with her own, and with her 
own the paternal great-grandmother.” The offering of 
oblations to the rival mother and the like, rather follows 
from what is declared m the text, viz.—“ Those men as 
also women who die without male issue ; to them also 
should be offered oblations addressed to a single indivi- 
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dual, but not such oblations as are presented on parva oc¬ 
casions.” Besides, all persons beginning with the. son are 
competent to perform the ceremony of the srdddha in honor 
of the forefathers with their wives, and there are not 
always the rival mother and the like, therefore it is rea¬ 
sonable to hold that the rule of presenting oblations to the 
ancestors with their wives includes only the mother and 
the like, so that there might not be the objection of uniting 
what is constant with what is accidental. 

Thus ends the succession of brothers’ sons. 


PART VII. 


§ 1.—Of the gentiles ; its meaning as in the Mit&kshara. 2.—The same 
as in the Smritickandrika and D%abh%a. 3.—Criticized. 4.—Gen¬ 
tiles consist of the scipindas and samanodakcis ; these terms explained. 
5 ,—Cognates ; three descriptions ; maternal uncle <fce. 6.—Preceptor 
and pupil. 7. —Fellow-student. 8 . —The king. 9. — The I3rah- 
maiiaa. 

1 . On failure of the brothers’ sons, (the heirs are) the 
i gentiles’ fgotrajasj who are to be taken to be other than 
the father, the brother and his son that have been previ¬ 
ously set forth, by reason of the rule of ‘ the bulls and the 
beeves.’ 

Vijnanesvara says:—The gentiles are the paternal 
grandmother, the sapindas (or persons of the same family 
or gotra connected through the pinda or body), and the 
samdnodakas, (or persons of the same family other than 
the Hopiadas\J. Of these the paternal grandmother succeeds 
in the first instance. Although it would appear from the 
text of Manu, namely,—“when the mother too is dead, 
the father’s mother shall take the estate,”—that the suc¬ 
cession of tfi e paternal grandmother takes place immedi¬ 
ately after the mother; still she cannot reasonably be 
placed between the settled series of heirs from the parents 
to the nephew : and there is no reason for postponing her 
further, in »pit, 0 k er superiority (as sot forth in the text 
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of Maim): hence it is only after her that the paternal 
grandfather and other gentiles succeed. 


2 . On this subject the author of the Smritiehandrika 
says :•—The term gentiles or gotrajas (or those descended 
from the cjotra or family), being a uni-residual compound 
of similar terms, denotes males only, but not females. 
For a term is taken to be an uni-residual compound of 
dissimilar terms, when it is shewn to be so by the purport 
as understood from other evidence such as the association 
with another sentence, just as in the passage, “ Bring two 
chickens, which will make a pair;” but there is no such evi¬ 
dence in the present instance. On the contrary, the associa¬ 
tion with the terms brother’s sons &c. shows that the male 
gentiles alone are intended. Besides, the succession of the 
widow, the daughters and the like being specially laid down, 
the text of Sruti, namely,— “ Therefore women are devoid of 
the senses, and incompetent to inherit” — may be explained 
to refer to other women than these (with regard to whose 
succession there are special provisions); but in the case of 
the gentiles and so forth, the supposition of the term being 
a uni-residual compound of dissimilar terms ought rather 
to be rejected, in order to avoid a conflict with that text. 
Accordingly, while explaining the text of A'pastamba, 
namely,—“ The father during his life may divide the 
heritage among the sons,”—the commentator says, ‘ may 
divide the heritage among the sons only, not among the 
daughters, they being females’; and then goes on to say,— 
Although here the term ‘ sons’ may bo rnado to include 
daughters, by considering the torm * sons’ to be a uni- 
residual compound of sons and daughters, upon the au¬ 
thority of the Aphorism of Pdnini, namely,—“ The terms 
brother and son (may be compounded in tlio uni-residual 
form) with the terms sister aud daughter” (respectively) • 
vet the males are heirs and not the females, bv renom. of 
the following text of Sruti,—“ Therefore women are de¬ 
void of the senses, and incompetent to inherit ” The in 
tention of the commentator is, that although there is an- 
tlioiity taking tio term sons’ to be a uniresidual 
compound of dissimilar terms, still in the instance under 
consideration, it is not taken to be so, by reason of conflict 


Ml UlST/fy. 


VIRAMITRODAYA. 



198 


<SL 

[Chap. III. Pt. VII. 


with the text of Sruti and by reason of the absence of any¬ 
thing suggesting that purport. 

Also Jimutavaliana says And Yajnavalkya makes 
use of the term gotrajas or gentiles for the purpose of show¬ 
ing that the daughters’ sons of the fattier &c., who are 
descended from the same gotra, become heirs in the order 
of their nearness with reference to the offering of obla¬ 
tions ; also for the purpose of excluding the wives of sa- 
pindas, they being not sprung from the same gotra. Ac¬ 
cordingly Baudhfiyana, having in the previous text, said, 
“ a woman is entitled to,” declares,—“ Not to the heritage, 
since a text of the Sruti ordains, ‘ women are devoid of the 
senses, and incompetent to inherit.’ ” The construction is 
that a woman is not entitled to the heritage. The suc¬ 
cession of the widow and the like is not opposed (to the 
above interpretation) inasmuch as that is expressly de¬ 
clared. 


3. That is not good. Since in the texts of Manu 
and others, cited before, the succession of the paternal 
grandmother lias expressly been laid down ; therefore even 
if the text of Yoglsvara be, consistently with those texts, 
considered to include her by taking the term gentiles or 
nrotaids to be a uni-residual compound of dissimilar terms, 
there would be no conflict with the (above mentioned) 
Sruti which may be held to refer to women other than the 
paternal grandmother. 

Jimutavahana, however, does, in that part of his work 
where he deals with the mother’s succession, say,—“ The 
paternal gradmother’s succession takes place after the pa¬ 
ternal gi undfather and before the grandfather’s descendants, 
like the mother’s succession after the father. I he succes¬ 
sion of the paternal grandfather and. grandmother has not 
been separately propounded by \ ajnaval ky a, inasmuch as 
the same is virtually declared by showing the mother’s 
succession.” 13 u t in this part of his work, he says,—“ The 
term yotraja lias been used for the purpose of exclud¬ 
ing the wives of the mpindas .” Thus he fails to observe 
that he contradicts himself. For in the text of Yoglsvara, 
the absence of express mention of the paternal grandmo¬ 
ther is the same as that of the wives of the paternal uncle 
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&c.; so the text of Sruti, declaring incompetency to inherit 
is as well applicable to the paternal grandmother as to the 
wives of the paternal uncle. 

Agreeably, however, to the interpretation put upon 
the text of Sruti, viz.—“ Therefore women are devoid of 
the senses &c.—by the venerable ^ idyaranya, which has 
previously been cited (p. 175), this text does not at all 
prohibit women’s right of succession : so there can neither 
be a doubt (as to their competency to inherit) nor an an¬ 
swer (to such doubt). But it should be remarked that 
how can that interpretation be accepted when it is in 
conflict with the text of Baudhayana ? For although the 
term indriya may be taken in any of its acceptations, still 
there is nothing else (in the text of Sruti) to support 
women’s incompetency to inherit, and it cannot be held 
that the text of Sruti has nothing in it to support the 
position that women are not entitled to inherit; hence it 
cannot but be held that the text of Sruti does prohibit 
women’s right of succession, inasmuch as otherwise the 
quotation (by Baudhayana) of that text as establishing 
the position would be unreasonable : just as in the instance, 
“ Therefore an unknown embryo being killed (a man be¬ 
comes) murderer of a Brahmana.” 

4. On failure of the paternal grandmother, the paternal 
grandfather and the other sapindas of the same gotra are 
heirs; since the sapindas (or persons connected through 
the pin da or body) of a different gotra are included under 
tho term bandhu or"* cognates.’ 

Among these also, in default of the father’s descend¬ 
ants, the paternal grandmother, the paternal grandfather, 
the paternal uncles and their sons become heirs in their 
order; in default of the paternal grandfather’s descend¬ 
ants the paternal great grandmother, tho paternal great¬ 
grandfather, his (paternal grandfather’s?) brothers and 
their sons ; similarly to the seventh (degree) the sapindas 
of the same gotra take the estate of a poison without malo 

On failure of the sapindas , the samdnodalcas (succeed). 
They comprise seven (degrees) above the sapindas, or all 
whose birth (froni the same yoh'«) and (family) name are 
known. Thus Mauu says, c ' ike sapinda (or consan- 
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guine) relationship, however, ceases in the seventh genera¬ 
tion, but the samdnodaka relationship extends up to the 
fourteenth (genei’ation), or as some affirm to those whose 
birth and name are known. The term gotra signifies these 
(i. <?., the sajnndas and the samanoda/cas)” It lias already 
been shown that, in the text of Vishnu (p. 142) the term 
bandhu signifies a sapinda, and the term sakulya means a 
sagotra. The samdnodakas also become heirs in the order 
of propinquity. 

5. On failure of the samdnodakas the 1 cognates’ or 
handhus are heirs. The cognates are of three descriptions ; 
the cognates of a man himself, the cognates of the father, 
and the cognates of the mother. To this effect is the 
following passage of the Smriti,—“ One’s father’s sister’s 
sons, one’s mother’s sister’s sons and one’s maternal uncle’s 
sons are to be known one’s own cognates; the father’s 
father’s sister’s sons, the father’s mother’s sister’s sons 
and the father’s maternal uncle’s son are to be known the 
father’s cognates; the mothei’’s father’s sister’s sons, the 
mother’s mother’s sister’s sons and the mother’s maternal 
uncle’s sons are to be known the mother’s cognates.” 

Amongst these also the order is, that, by reason of 
greater propinquity, first one’s own cognates, after them 
the father’s cognates, and after them the mother’s cog¬ 
nates. 

In the text of Manu, namely,—“In their default, a 
salculya , or the preceptor, or a pupil (becomes heir),” 
•—the term sakulya includes the sagotras fsapindus ?) 
and samdnodakas, the maternal uncle and the like, and 
the three classes of cognates. Also in the text of Yogi's- 
vara the term ‘ cognates’ or bandhu comprises also the 
maternal uncle. Otherwise, the exclusion of the maternal 
uncle and the like would be the result. And it would 
be extremely improper that their sons are heirs, but they 
themselves though nearer are not heirs. 


Air ’ i 11 ''‘-'fault of the cognates, the preceptor is lioir. 
'pug i the preceptor is not mentioned in the text of 
ogxsvaia, still tl )0 pupil has been mentioned; and it 
oug i > >y reason of propriety, to be hold that the precep. 
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tor who is superior to him and nearer, is implied. Because 
the succession of a pupil on failure of the preceptor is 
expressly declared by Manu in the text,—“ or the precep¬ 
tor or a pupil,” and by A'pastamba in the text,—“ If there 
be no male issue, the nearest sapinda inherits; in their 
default, the preceptor; failing him, a pupil.” 

7. On failure of a pupil, the fellow student takes the 
estate; that is, he who received his investiture and educa¬ 
tion from the samo preceptor. 

8. If there be no fellow students, the king shall tako 
excepting the estate of a Brahmana, by reason of the text 
ofVasishtha, cited before, which, after declaring the suc¬ 
cession of all down to the pupil, says, — “ in his default, it 
goes to the king excepting the property of a Bralnnuna,” 
—and by reason of the text of Manu, namely,—“ In de¬ 
fault of all those, however, the property shall go to such 
Brahmanas, as are versed in the three Vedas, as are puro 
in body and mind and as have subdued their passions : 
thus, religious merit is not lost. The property of a Brah¬ 
mana shall never be taken by the king: this is the settled 
law. But the wealth of the other classes, on failure of all 
(heirs,) the king may take.” 

9. In default of all down to the fellow student, the 
wealth of a Brahmana is taken first by a sr&triya or such a 
Brahmana as is versed in the Vedas ; failing him, by any 
Brahmana. Thus Gautama says,—“ The arotriyaa shall take 
the estate of a Brdhmana leaving no male issue.” But any 
Brahmana succeeds, as in the text of Manu the term Brah¬ 
mana is used without any qualification. It is also declared 
by N&rada,—“If there bo no heir of a Brahmana’s wealth, 
nn his demise, it must be given to a Brahmana. Other¬ 
wise the king is tainted with sin.” 
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PART VIII. 


§ 1 ,—Succession to the property of a hermit, &c.; the text of Yajnavalkya 
explained. 2.—An objection stated and answered. 

1. With reference to the estate left by a hermit, &c., 
an exceptional rule, excluding the (ordinary) heirs such as 
the son and the rest also the wife and the like, is pro¬ 
pounded by Yogisvara, thus,—“ The heirs of a hermit 
(vamprastha or one who has entered the third order of life), 
or an ascetic {yati or one desirous of molcsha or liberation 
from transmigration) and of a student (brahmachari), are, in 
their order, the preceptor, the virtuous pupil and the 
spiritual brother resident in the same holy place.” 

The term ‘student’ here, by reason of its association 
with the term ‘ ascetic,’ means a‘lifelong student (i. c. one 
who has taken a vow to remain a student for life and not 
to enter into a married life) : lienee the estate of a person 
who has been leading the temporary life of a student 
(which every twice-born is enjoined to lead beforo be¬ 
coming a householder) devolves on the parents and the 
lilco in the specified order, for such a person cannot have 
heirs from a son down to a daughter’s son. 

The order mentioned in the above text is to be under¬ 
stood to be the inverse one. Accordingly the wealth of a 
deceased student goes to the preceptor ; of an ascetic, to 
the virtuous pupil; of a hermit, to the spiritual brother 
resident in the same holy place. 

The spiritual brother is one adopted as a brother; 
the form holy place signifies a hermitage, hence resident 
in tho sin no holy place, means, resident in the same her¬ 
mitage ; the meaning is. one who is a spiritual brother as 
well as is resident in the same holy place. 

Lhe virtuousness of a pupil, however, does not mean 
gooti conduct. For the exclusion from inheritance, of 
even tho son and the rest, whose conduct i 3 bad, is esta¬ 
blished by other authority. And that will be mentioned. 
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But it is to be taken to consist in the capacity for under¬ 
standing lectures on psychology, digesting the same and 
following its doctrines in practice. 

The author of the Madanaratna, however, having 
cited the text of Vishnu, namely,— “ The preceptor shall 
take the wealth of a hermit ( vanaprastha ), or the pupil,”— 
and thinking the order (mentioned in Yfijnavalkya’s text) 
to be direct and not inverse, says that in default of the 
preceptor the pupil takes the wealtli of a hermit. 

2. If it be said :—It being established that the life¬ 
long student and others have no concern with property, 
in texts like the following one of Vasishtha, namely,— 
u They who have entered into another order, are debarred 
from shares,”—the declaration, in the above text of Yfijna- 
valkya, of the succession to their estate is not proper. Nor 
can it be argued that although their right of taking tho 
heritage is forbidden by Vasishtha and others, still the 
above text establishes the right of succession to their 
property acquired by other means. Since it is ordained 
that, “'A student and an ascetic both are owners of the 
prepared food (and of nothing else),” and since acceptance 
and the like (means of acquisition) are prohibited to stu¬ 
dents, and since the saving of property by an ascetic is 
prohibited in the text (of Gautama), namely,—“ A men¬ 
dicant shall have no hoard.” 

The answer is, that it is not tenable. Since, by 
reason of the text, namely,—“ (The hermit) may make a 
hoard of things sufficient for a day, a month, six months 
or a year; and in the month of A'svina ho should givo 
away what has been collected,”—a hermit has certainly 
some property sufficient for food, &c. ; the ascetic too has 
something such as clothes, books, Ac., by reason of the 

text _<< An ascetic should wear clothes to cover his privy 

parts, and take the requisites for austerities (yoga) and tho 
sandals the lifelong student also must have clothes and 
the like for the protection of his body.. Hence the ques¬ 
tion occurring, who is to take these things belonging to 
thorn after their death ? tho above heirs are declared to 

the exclusion of other bears. 


CHAPTER IV. 


RE-UNION. 

§ 1,—Equal distribution. 2.—Self-acquired property. 3.—With whom 
re-union may be formed. 4.—Succession to re-united property ; two 
couplets of Yajnavalkya explained; Manu cited. 5.—Interpretation 
by Srikara. C.—Same as in the Sinritichandrika. 7.—Same by Sula- 
pani. 8.—Same as in the Dayatattva. 9.—The wife’s succession. 
10.—The Sister. 11.—The Sapindas , &c. 12.—Sons re-united or 
not, equally succeed ; an exception regarding a son born after parti¬ 
tion. 13.—Maintenance of the wife and daughters ; the marriage of 
the latter. 

1. Now the partition of re-united property is consi¬ 
dered. 

On that subject, Manu says,—“ Should those, who 
dwell together after having been separated, again divide 
tlieir property; in that case the distribution shall be 
equal; there is no deduction for seniority.” Here, al¬ 
though it follows from tlie very restriction laying down 
equal distribution, that the mode of unequal division is to 
be rejected ; still the passage “ there is no deduction for 
seniority,” is added in order to show that only the un¬ 
equal distribution caused by seniority, &c., does not take 
place, but that there is certainly unequal division on 
account of the union of greater and less property. 

Some, however, say that the unequal distribution 
owing to seniority, &c., must be made of the augmented 
portion (if any) of the re-united property; but the divi¬ 
sion of the re-united property must be equal: with a view 
to indicate this the portion “there is no deduction for 
seniority”.—h as } je en added. 

Tiiu in not tenable. For a distinction like this does 
not appear from the above text, since, from the passage 
“ in that casr the distribution shall be equal,”—it appears 
tlini the r -action as to equality is applicable to the 
accession also. 
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2. Just as in the partition of undivided property, 
so also in the partition of re-united property, the imparti¬ 
ality of what has been acquired by science, &c., without 
usin<> re-united property, would equally have been the 
rule; but an exceptional rule has been laid down by 
Yrihaspati, thus,—“ But if any one of the. re-umted co- 
heirs acquire property by science, heroism, &c, two 
shares shall be allotted to him, the rest shall be equal 
sharers.” 

3. Many are of opinion that re-union may be formed 
only with the father, &c., but not with any other, by 
reason of the text of Vrihaspati cited before, namely,— 
“ He, who being once separated dwells again through 
affection together with the father, brother or paternal 
uncle is called re-united.” 

But we have shown at gi-eat length that the enumera- 
tion of the father, &c., is illustrative (not exhaustive). 

4. Just as in the case of partition among undivided 
co-heirs, so also among those that are re-united, if any one 
die before partition is made, his sons shall take and divide 
amongst themselves their paternal share, by reason ol the 

text,_“ Among those whose fathers arc dead (different ?) 

the allotment of shares is according to their fathers.” 

But if any one of the re-united co-heirs die without 
leaving male issue, then the succession to his estate would 
have devolved on the wife, &c., by reason of the text,— 
“ The wife and the daughters also, &c.but in continu¬ 
ation of the passage “ of a sunless deceased person,” (occur¬ 
ring in that text) an exceptional rule is laid down by Yogis- 
vara in the following text, namely ,—“ But of a re-united 
(co-heir,) a ro-united (coparcener shall keep the share, 
when lie is deceased or deliver it if born).” The term 
■ but’ shows that it forms an exception to what precedes. 
Thus the meaning is, that the estate of a re-united co-heir 
dvin<>- without male issue shall bo taken by a re-united co- 
Peir alone, and not by the wife or the like. Hence, Jhnu- 
tavahana must be considered to have erred, who inter¬ 
prets the text to be applicable when, among the scries of 
heirs to the estate of a son less person beginning with the 
wife, the brothers’ right takes effect. 
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To this rule again, an exception is propounded (in 
tlie latter part of the above text), —“ But of a uterine 
brother, a uterine brother, shall keep the share when he 
is deceased, or deliver it if born.” This is to be construed 
with the preceding portion, namely, — “ Of a re-united, a 
re-united.” Accordingly the meaning is as follows: A 
re-united uterine brother shall deliver the share of a 


re-united uterine brother, if born, i. e., if he is born in the 
shape of a son, that is to say, shall deliver it to his son ; 
or shall keep, i. c., shall himself take the share (of a re¬ 
united uterine brother) when he is deceased, i. <?., not 
living even in the shape of the son, grandson, or great- 
grandson. If this text were interpreted without constru¬ 
ing it with the two terms that precede, then it would be 
opposed to the fact of this text forming an exception to 
what precedes, which follows by force of the term ‘ but.’ 
And it forms an exception to what precedes, in this way : 
when there are a uterine brother and a half brother both 
re-united, in that case the re-united whole brother alone 
is entitled to the property of a re-united uterine brother, 
and not the half brother. 

When, however, a half brother alone is re united, and 
a whole brother is not so, then they take in equal shares 
the property of a brother without male issue. This is 
declared (by Yogfsvara) in the text ,—“ But a re-united 
half brother may take the property, not a half brother 
(not re-united); also the (brother) united (through uterus) 
though not re-united may take, not the (united) son of 
a different mother (exclusively.)”-—Here the term ‘ not 
re-united’ is, like the eye of a crow, connected both with 
the preceding and with the latter part. So the term 
‘ united and this term signifies, in the first part, united 
through the uterus, i. e., a uterine brother; but in the 
latter part, re-united. The term ‘ exclusively’ is to bo 
supplied immediately after the term ‘son of a different 
mother.’ Hence the meaning of the text is this: A step¬ 
brother, though not sprung from the same mother, takes 
the property jf re-united; but a step-brother does not 
take, if not reunited: therefore, by showing the existence 
am. abseiii'o of re-uuiou to be the cause respectively of the 
succession and non-succession of a half brother, wliat is 


MiNisr^ 


Sec. 4.] 


PARTITION OF HERITAGE. 




207 


affirmed is, that the re-union of a, half brother’ is tiro sole 
cause of his succession, and not his fraternity alone: like¬ 
wise ‘ the united,’ i. e., the uterine brother although not re¬ 
united succeeds, and a fortiori when re-united : and the son 
of a different mother, although united, i. e., re-united shall 
not exclusively take the property, but shall take together 
with a uterine brother though not re-united. The purport 
of the text is this: when the uterine brother is not re¬ 
united but the half brother is re-united, then because of 
the two attributes, namely, being a uterine brother and 
being re-united, each of which constitutes a cause of the 
right of succession, one is present in each, therefore both 
of them take in equal shares the property of a brother 
without male issue: should the uterine brother be re¬ 
united, then by reason of the combination of both the 
causes he becomes the preferrable claimant, therefore he 
alone takes the entire estate. 

Although by each of the restrictive rules laid down 
in the above texts of Yogisvara, the in efficacy of tho 
other cause of succession is established, still for the sake 
of emphasis the same is expressed over again ; for iu both 
ways the same meaning may be expressed. 

The masculine gender in*lhe terms ‘ re-united &c.’ 
(in the above texts of Yogisvara) is not intended to bo 
significant. Accordingly Manu declares the right of the 
uterine sisters also .to succeed to the property of a re¬ 
united brothei . Thus lie, having premised partition among 
tho re-united kinsmen, in tho text,—“ If those who arc 
associated after separation make a partition again”—goes 
oil to say,—“ Of these, if the eldest or the youngest or 
any other be deprived of his share at tho distribution, or 
any one of them die, his share shall not be lost; but his 
uterine brothers being assembled and united shall divide 
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holder, or dies before partition ; his share shall not be lost, 
i. e., shall be set apart : but it shall be delivered to his male 
issue in the first instance : failing them, the uterine brothers 
though not re-united, being assembled, i. e., if gone to a 
different country returning thence, united, i. e., assembled 
together; also brothers, i. e, half brothers that are united, 
i. e., re-united, and the uterine sisters of the deceased shall 
divide, i. e., take it after division, equally, i, e., without 
inequality. Here Manu by declaring the succession of the 
uterine brothers and sisters, even if they are not re¬ 
united, and of the half brothers in case they are re-united, 
clearly expresses the very same meaning as is declared by 
Yogis vara. 


5. On this Srfkara says : When there are only re¬ 
united half brothers, then the precept, “ But of a re¬ 
united (co-heir), a re-united (co-heir) shall keep the share, 
when he is deceased, or deliver it if born”—is indepen¬ 
dent of any other precept; so is the precept, “ But of a 
uterine brother, a uterine brother, &e.,”—when there are 
only uterine brothers not re united : but, when there are 
both a re-united half brother and a whole brother not 
re-united, if the two precepts be applicable, then both 
precepts take effect dependently upon each other. But 
it is not right that the same precept be operative indepen¬ 
dently of, and dependently upon, another precept; for in 
that case there would be vai-iableness in the precept. 
Just as in the seventh chapter (of the Mfinansa) a differ¬ 
ent conclusion is made for fear of variableness in the 
precept, which would have been the consequence, had the 
opeiativeness of the precept, “ in these two the holy fire 
is kindled”—been taken, in respect of the two of the four 
sacrifices, to be dependent on the option created by the 
prohibition embodied in the precept, “ the holy fire-place 
is not. made in the vaisvadem, &c.”; but independent, in 
respect of the other two sacrifices. Accordingly, when 
therefore a half brother re-united and a whole brother not 
rr-united, neither of the precepts is applicable; and it 
would follow that no one could take the estate (there 
being no provision for this case). Hence it is to be held 
that the light, of a re-united co-heir to succeed to the 
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property of a re-united coparcener, being declared in the 
text,—“ But of a re-united (co-heir), &c.,”—the latter part, 
v i Zi !__<* But of a uterine brother, a uterine brother, &o.,”— 
is set forth as forming an exception to that. Hence it 
follows that a half brother though re-united has no right, 
when there is a whole brother although not re-united. 

This assertion is the consequence of not studying the 
principles of the topics of construction contained in the 
Mim&nsa. For it is not correct, that there is variableness 
in precept, merely because two precepts, which are 
independently applicable to some cases, become both 
applicable to some other case where the subjects of both 
(the precepts) are combined. Since, if it were so, then 
the precepts enjoining the bestowal of the whole wealth 
as gratuity to the priest in the one instance, and no 
gratuity in tlio other, which are respectively ajiplicablo 
independently of each other, if either the priest called 
uclgatri , or the one called pratistotri, singly stumble (in 
passing from one apartment to the other, at the celebra¬ 
tion of the sacrifice called jyotistoma), —would not be 
applicable (by reason of variableness, such as is maintained 
by you,) if both those priests should stumble at tlio same 
time; so there would be no conflict, there being no two 
propositions opposed to each other ; hence the discussion 
in the topic of stumbling (in the Munftnsa), must be held 
to be uncalled for. Therefore the variableness in precept 
is, when a precept becomes operative in ono instance, in¬ 
dependently of any opposition of a different precept, and 
in another instance dependency of such opposition . as 
Las previously (p.150) been illustrated by the instance of the 

precept_“ Here they construct the holy fire-place, &c.” 

Otherwise, neither of the two precepts, via., “ Shall touch 
with the hymn called chaturhotra at the full moon,” and 
“Shall touch with the hymn termed panchahotra at tlio 
new moon”—(iu which the burnt-offering is meant to be 

the object of touch),—which are severally applicable to 

the sacrifices called upmsu (which takes place at the full 
moon) and agnisomyu (which takes place at the new moon) 
in the first of which the burnt-ofloring is curd consecrated 
to Indra, and in the second, milk consecrated to Indra,- 
would be applicable to a sacrifice which takes place both 
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at the full moon and at the new moon, although the 
burnt-offerings are combined. 

As for his own interpretation, namely, that the 
rule,— u But of a uterine brother, &c.”,—is an exception to 
the rule ,—“ But of a re-united, &c.” :—that is extremely 
incongruous. For the converse (of the proposition that 
one is an exception to the other ) may as well be asserted, 
there being no criterion for determination ; and tlio mere 
fact of the one being placed after the other cannot lead 
to that conclusion. Again, the text,— u But a re-united 
half brother, &c.,”—has been said (by Srfkara) to be expla¬ 
natory of the text ,—“ But of a re-united (co-heir), &c.” 
But to say this, is to say that that text is useless. Besides, 
the text —“ But of a uterine brother, &c.,”—being ex¬ 
plained (by Srfkara) to exclude a re-united half brother 
when there is a whole brother although not re-united, it is 
not applicable to the case where both a whole brother and 
a half brother are not re-united ; consequently neither of 
them would be heir, or both of them would be equally 
entitled. If it be said that the very text,—“ But of a 
uterine brother, &c.,”—is applicable to this case also, then 
the objection of variableness in the precept may be re¬ 
torted on you ; for, in one instance it becomes operative 
dependently of opposition of the text ,—“ But of a ro-united 
(co-hoir), &c.—and in another instance, independently of 
such opposition. Just as, if the precept directing the con¬ 
struction of the altar at a sacrifice with the soma plant, 
were applicable to the dikshaniya and the like sacrifices 
(which are performed at the full moon and the new moon, 
and in which soma is employed), in opposition to the precept 
which generally directs the construction of an altar in the 
du. tapaurnam&sa sacrifice performed at the new and the 
full moons, and which extends to the above mentioned 
sacrifices, which are parts of that sacrifice ; then that 
precept, would be operative in those sacrifices dependently 
of' opposition of the extending precept, and in others in¬ 
dependently thereof;, bo there would be variableness in 
the precept,; hence it Las been concluded that the precept 
applies to those sacrifices with reference to which there 
is no other precept directing the construction of an 
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But agreeably to the mode of interpretation adopted 
by us, the subjects of the two rules (of Yogfsvara) being 
different, the objections of uselessness and of variable” 
ness in precept cannot arise. There is no use in spinning 
out the matter. 


6. The author of the Smriticliandrika, however, 
says:—It appears from the terms ‘ also’, ‘ being assembled’ 
and ‘united’ in the text of Manu, viz.,—“ Of these, if the 
eldest or the youngest &c.”—that the uterine brother and 
sister and the re-united half brother are jointly entitled to 
succeed : but it appears from the text of Yogis vara, that a 
half brother is not entitled to succeed when there is a 
re-united whole brother: hence there is a conflict between 
these two texts. With a view to avoid this conflict, somo 
explain the text of Manu in the following way: That 
unlost share shall be taken by those uterine brothers 
alone that are re-united, and not also by such uterine 
brothers as are not re-united; failing a ro-united whole 
brother, all the uterine brothers, ‘being assembled’, i e. } 
meeting together, and ‘ united’, i. e., with equal promi¬ 
nence, shall divide it ‘equally’, i. <?., in equal shares; 
in default of the uterine brothers, the uterine sisters; and 
in their default, the half brothers. This interpretation is 
to be rejected, as in it many terms are to be supplied (which 
are not in the text) and as it is far-fetched. \ ijnancsvara 
has, in order to make the two texts consistent with each 
other, adopted a different reading of the text of Yogfsvara, 
namely,—“ But a ro-united half brother may take the 
property, not a half brother (not re-united)” ; but never¬ 
theless, the interpretation put by him is evolved out of his 
inner consciousness, for it is a forced one, by reason of 
the supply (of a term not in the text) and of the construc¬ 
tion of the same term with different sentences, and is very 
obscure. Hence a reconciliation of the texts of Manu and 
YooisvaVa, as bearing only the plain meanings, is to bo 
effected only by referring them to different eases, and not 
bv ringing' changes upon the words (of the one text) to 
in vo out the same meaning (as the other). The same we 
proceed to show. The text of Manu shows the joint suc¬ 
cession of brothers, whether re-united or not, and of sisters, 
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when the estate consists of both moveables and immove¬ 
ables: but the text of Yogisvara refers to a case when the 
estate consists of immoveables only, or of moveables only. 
This follows from the text of Prajdpati, viz.—“ But when 
the estate consists of chattels and other property it goes, 
however, to the re-united ; but the land and house shall be 
taken by the unassociated (whole brothers ?) according to 
the share.”—The term ‘ chattels,’ by the rule of ‘ the bulls 
and the beeves,’ signifies bipeds, quadrupeds and the 
like; ‘ the re-united’ means, the re-united half brothers. 
The correct reading of the text of Yogisvara is, “ A half 
brother though re-united does not take the estate of a half 
brother.” Hence, when there is only immoveable pro¬ 
perty or only moveable property, then, by reason of the 
text of Yogisvara, a uterine brother though not re-united 
takes, but not a half brother though re-united: when, 
however, there are both kinds of property, then agreeably 
to what is laid down in the text of Prajdpati, the un¬ 
associated uterine brother and sister as well as the re¬ 
united half brother take in equal shares. This also is the 
meaning of the text of Manu. 

This is not good. Since the defects of insertion (of 
terms not used in the text), forced construction &c., are not 
wanting in the interpretation put by you; and what is 
declared in the text of Prajapati is not in conflict with the 
the interpretation put by Vijnanesvara (on the text of 
Yogisvara). Accordingly the author of the Madanaratna, 
adopting this interpretation, cites this very text of Praja¬ 
pati in support of it. But agreeably to your interpretation, 
there is rather the defect of tautology unavoidable in the 
text of Yogisvara, for (agreeably to your reading) it is in 
the first part said—“A half brother though re-united does 
not take the estate of a half brother,”—and the very same 
thing, neither moro nor less, is expressed in the last part, 
mirtioly, -“not the ro-utiited son of a different mother.” 
And although an interpretation involving the defect of tau¬ 
tology, might even reluctantly be accepted for the purpose 
■„! making the text consistent with the text of Manu; still 
ir would be improper to adopt a meaning which is liable 
to the objection of multiplicity for assuming another radi¬ 
cal revelation. 
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7. Sfilap&rii, in his commentary on the Institutes of 
Ydjnavalkya, says (while interpreting the above tests 
which are read by him in a different way):—A half bro¬ 
ther though re-united shall not take the property of a 
half brother; the uterine brother alone though not re¬ 
united shall take, but not a re-united half brother. If 
the reading be, “ But a re-united half brother may take 
the property, not a half brother,” then the meaning is 
that a half brother being a half brother, may not take 
tho property though re-united. This test shows the 
succession of an unassociated whole brother, hence there 
is no defect of tautology. 

This, however, is of the same nature with what is 
said by Srfkara. The author of the Ratnakara, however, 
says that tho reading (of the text of Yajnavalkya), as found 
in the Kalpataru, is “ shall not take tho property of a 
half brother,” but this must bo a copying mistake, inas¬ 
much as the reading found in the copies of tho Institutes 
of Ydjnavalkya, and in the commentaries such as tho 
Mitakshara, the Parijata and the Halayuclba, is—“not 
a half brother, may take the property;” and the interpre¬ 
tation of that text, (in these commentaries), are in accor¬ 
dance with that reading. 

8. The author of the Dayatattva, however, says 

“ But when there are a half brother re-united, and a ute¬ 
rine brother not re-united, and when there are a whole 
brother and a half brother both re-united : then two ques¬ 
tions arise, which of the two is to succeed in each caso. 

“As to the first, it is said ‘ A hall'brother t'co.,’ which 
signifies ; let a half brother, if re-uuitod, take, but not 
a half brother merely as such: but a uterine brother 
though not re-united may take; for the term, ‘ uterine 
brother,’ which occurs in the preceding text is also to be 
construed with the latter proposition. Therefore when 
there aro an un assoc in tod uterine brother and a ro united 
half brother, they both succeed ; because the equality of 
tho relation of re-union, and of the status of a whole 
brother, is expressed by the first part of the text. 

“ As to the second, it is ordained ‘ and not the son of 
a different mother "ho is re-united,’ the meaning is that 
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when there is a whole brother re-united, the son of a 
different mother, though re-united shall not take, i. e., the 
re-united whole brother alone shall succeed; since though 
they are equally re-united, still tho whole brother as such 
is preferred.” 

This is in conformity with what is said in the Mit&k- 
shara and the like, but it discloses great want of skill in 
interpretation. 

9. The authors of the Smritichandrika and the 
Madanaratna 6ay:—When, however, the father or the 
uncle is not re-united, then the unassociated half brother 
succeeds ; in his default, however, the unassociated father ; 
failing him, the wife. Accordingly Sankha says—‘ The 
wealth of a sonless person who departs for heaven, goes 
to the brothers ; in their default, let the parents take, or 
the senior wife.” The meaning is,—The property of a 
deceased sonless re-united (person) goes, in default of a 
re-united (coparcener) to an unassociated half brother. 
Hence this text may also, as it is, be relative to tho estate 
of a re-united person. 

The author of the Mitakshara and others say that 
this text refers only to re-union, consequently there is no 
inconsistency in the succession of the parents and the wife 
on failuro of the brothers. 

It is stated in the Smritichandrika:—The term ‘ se¬ 
nior’ lias been employed in the text of Sankha for the 
purpose of indicating the possession of virtues such as the 
control of passions, not for the purpose of excluding the 
middlemost or any other junior wife. The term ‘ in their 
default’ should have been used over again, but in its 
stead, tho particle ‘ or ’ has been used, for the effect is 
tho same. Since, the term ‘or’ marks an alternative; but 
in the present instance there cannot reasonably be an 
alternative with reference to the ownership whieh is a de¬ 
terminate thing ; for it is a rule laid down by the Sastras, 
also established by reason, that ‘ An indeterminate affirma¬ 
tion is not made with reference to a determinate thing ’; 
tlierelore, hen, the term ‘ or ’ indicates an alternative with 
reference to 1 default ’; hence the result is the same. Ac¬ 
cordingly the order is this; in default of the brothers, 


Sec. a] 


PARTITION OF HERITAGE. 


215 


the father ; in his default, the motbor; in her default, the 
senior wile. 

In the Madanaratua, however, it is said that the 
mother succeeds in the first instance ; and then the father. 
Tho intention being, that it follows from the principle set 
forth in the Mitakshara, there being no test against the 
application of that principle to the present case, like tho 
test of Vishnu relative to the estate of a person separated 
and not re-united. Accordingly, on account of the test 
of Vishnu it has been held in that treatise, in tho same way 
as in the Smritichandrikk, that the term ‘ parents ’ in the 
test,—“ The wife and the daughters also &c.,”—means 
that the father succeeds in the first instanco, in his default 
the mother. We have already dealt with this at great 
length. 

Hence it appears that the above test of Sanklia being 
in conflict with the text,—“The wife and the daughters also 
&c.,”—is taken to be relative to partition after re-union, 
in order to avoid the conflict. Tho order of the heirs, which 
is laid down in the text, “ The wife and the daughters 
also &c.,”—and which is founded upon a principle and is 
relative to separate property,—is opposed by the order 
laid down by texts of law with reference to tho present 
case. In this order, there is no principle ; hence this order 
rests entirely upon the authority of the tests of law. Also 
N&rada says,—“ But when the husband is dead, the wives, 
who are destitute however of (tho husband’s) brother, fa¬ 
ther and mother, and alt the sapindus shall divide the (whole 
re-united) property agreeably to shares.”—The meaning 
of this text is:—‘The wives’ (bhdrydsj i. e., tho /minis ; 

1 who are destitute of brother, father and mother,’ means, 
in case the brother father and mother of tho husband do 
not exist. By deviating from the rule regarding the con¬ 
junctive compound, agreeably to which the father and 
mother who are entitled to great er respect than a brother, 
0U ght to have been placed first in the compound abhratri- 
vitri mdirikas (rendered above into / destitute of brother, 
father and mother, ) and by combining the words in tho 
reverse order, fsaiada intended to show that tho estate of 
a re-united sonlcss person goes to the brother in tho first 
instance, ia then' default to the father, in his default to 
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the mother, and in her default to the virtuous wife. Thus 
it is to be observed that the wife of a re-united person suc¬ 
ceeds first, not in default of the legitimate and the subsidi¬ 
ary sons (only) but on failure also of re-united (coparceners,) 
whole and half brothers, father and mother. The meaning 
■of ‘ all the sapindas &c.,’ is this; those other than the 
brothers, father and mother, who are sapiiulas of a re¬ 
united person destitute of male issue,—such as the brother’s 
sons &c.,—shall, on his death, divide their own property 
which was re-united by their father and the like with the 
property of that sonless person, with his wives, ‘ agreeably 
to shares’, i. e., allotting the brother’s share to the nephews 
and the husband’s share to the wives, and so not modify¬ 
ing the shares. 


10. On failure of the wife, the sister gets the share 
of a sonless re-united person. Thus it is ordained by 
Vrfhaspati,—“ But if there be a sister, she is entitled to 
get a share of it, this is tho law regarding the estate of 
a person destitute of issue, also destitute of the wife and 
the father,”—the term ‘also’ fchaj suggests, “also desti¬ 
tute of the mother.” 


11. On failure of the sister, the mere (*. e., unasso¬ 
ciated) sapindas, that is, the nearest sapindas shall divide 
the estate left by a re-united person, agreeably to shares, 
i. e ., shall get the estate in the order of propinquity as 
declared by Mauu in the text,—“ To the nearest sapinda , 
the inheritance next belongs since the order of succes¬ 
sion among these has not been expressly declared. Thus 
the same sage (Vrihaspati) declares,—“ If the deceased 
have no issue, nor wife, nor brother, nor father nor mother, 
then all the sapindas shall divide his property agreeably to 
shares.” “ Ilia property” signifies the property of a re¬ 
united person ; “If the deceased 
moans, it the deceased bo destitute 
order ol whose succession to the 
expressly been declared. 

but it jm to be observed that in default of the sapindas 
the CHtuti’ ol a re-unitod person, like the estate of a person 
separated, goes on his death to tho savianodakas and the 


leave no issue &c.,” 
of those (heirs) the 
re-united estate has 
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like in tlie order previously mentioned agreeably to the 
degree of propinquity. For there is no special text of 
law relative to the re-united estate, declaring the order of 
succession on failure of the sapvndas . 


12. If it be argued that as by reason of the text a re¬ 
united brother and the like succeed to the estate of a re-uni¬ 
ted person in spite of the wife aud the like, so by virtue of 
the same text the re-united sons alone should inherit the 
estate of the father when there are both re-united and 
nn associated sons. The answer is that the argument is 
not tenable : since the term 1 soilless’ occurring in the pre¬ 
vious text, is to be construed with this text; hence the 
death of a re-united person without mala issue, is the cause 
of the succession (of a re-united co-heir) ; thereforo when 
a re-united person leaves male issue, thon the text,—“ But 
of a re-united (co-heir) &c.,”—cannot apply, sinco the 
circumstance of his being without male issue is wanting ; 
consequently, in this instance too, both descriptions of 
sons are equally entitled to take the father’s share by 
reason of the text,—“ The sons shall on the demise of the 
parents, divide their estate and debts m equal shaies. 
But only whatever remains after the enjoyment by a 
person re-united with his son, ot that share which was 
previously allotted to him (on partition,) shall be sepn- 
rately adjusted; i. e., whatever share would belong to 
the father at the time, shall bo taken by the sons, dividing 
the same. Nor can it bo contended that let not the term 



brother'or the like who is not without male issue, his 
brother or the like will take his share to the exclusion of 
th e male issue; and this would be opposed to the imme¬ 
morial custom of all countries. And because if the text 
« j 3 ut 0 f a re-united &c.,” were relative without distinction 
to a person who has male issue as well as to one who is 
JLtihito of male issue, then this text could not reasonably 
be said to form an exception to the text,—“ The wife and 
tho d- Lighters idso &o., winch is relative only to a person 
destitute of male issue j consequently the, above conton- 
2S 
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tion is contrary to the term “ but” which marks an excep¬ 
tion. bor can it be argued (admitting the construction of 
the term ‘ sonloss’ with the text regarding re-union) that 
agreeably to the rule laid down by the learned, namely, 
“An adjective becomes significant if it may reasonably bo 
applied, and if without it there would be inclusion of things 
not intended to be included,”—this adjective (properly) re¬ 
fers only to one who is re-united with a brother or the 
like, for it becomes exclusive ; and not to one who is re¬ 
united with his son, for as that which is to be excluded is 
wanting, its application would be unreasonable. Because 
in the absence of two separate propositions if the precept 
embodied in one proposition be operative sometimes 
in connection with the adjective and sometimes witli- 
oxit it, then in consequence of the two-fold meaning 
ot the same proposition caused by its construction and non¬ 
construction with the adjective, there would be variableness 
in the proposition consisting in the variableness in tho 
precept. Besides, ownership in the property of the father or 
other ancestor is to be held to be caused by sonship &c., 
alone, if not attended with degradation and the like disquali¬ 
fication, but not also if attended with re-union; by reason 
of multiplicity : and as the sonship &c., belong equally to 
all (the male issue,) whether re-united or not, there¬ 
fore the succession, to their property, of all the sons and 
the like without distinction is proper. Nor can it be 
said, that right (of the sons &c., as such) to the property 
of the father and other ancestors, ceases by partition. 
Because (if that were so) then it would follow that when 
all the sons are separated and not re-united, then the 
wife &c., will become heirs as in default of male issue; 
ami because the right of the father and son to each other’s 
property is on the contrary laid down by A'pastamba and 
lb'nita, thus they say,—“ (The father) may, in his life¬ 
time divide the property and retire to a forest or adopt 
lh< order befitting an old man or may divide a small por- 

nov and retain the greater portion himself; and if he be 
pine bed, may resume from them.”—“The order befitting 
j 1 ’ ? ' fif 11 ’” means mendicancy (or the fourth order of 
c i 0 lynched,’ means, he reduced for want of 
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But if a son be bora after partition, then (agreeably 
to what is said above, also) the sons who have been pre¬ 
viously separated would have been entitled to the father’s 
property, but they are debarred by the test of Vrihaspati, 
namely ,— u Those born before partition are not entitled to 
the share of the parents ; nor one born after it, to the 
share of a brother. Whatever is acquired by a father sepa¬ 
rated from the son, belongs entirely to one born after 
partition ; those born before partition are declared to be 
not entitled. As in the property so in debts also, in 
gifts, pledges and purchases, they have no claim on each 
other, except for acts of mourning and libations of water.” 

13. The heir to the estate of a re-united person 
must maintain his wives and support bis daughters till 
they are married as well as perform the ceremony of their 
marriage. This is declared by Sankha and Narada after 
premising re-union,—“ If any one of the brothers without 
issue die or enter a religious order, let the rest divide his 
wealth, excepting the wife’s separate property. Let them 
allow' a maintenance to his wives until the end of their lives, 
provided they preserve unsullied the bed of their husband ; 
but if they behave otherwise, the brothers may resume 
their allowance. If he leaves a daughter, her paternal share 
is ordained for maintenance, she shall get her portion till 
marriage ; afterwards the husband shall maintain her.”— 
<l If they behave otherwise” means, if they do not preserve 
unsullied the bed of their husband, i. e., if they bo of bad 
character;• the prefix « in asansk&rjt, (rendered into ‘till 
marriage’,) signifies inclusion, hence the celebration of 
marriage also is included. 

Thus ends the partition ofre-united estate. 
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§1.—Woman's property enumerated. 2.—The term siridkanam bears no 
technical meaning. 3.—The terms 4 gift before the fire’ &c., explained, 
4.—The amount of maintenance allowed to females. 5.—The power 
of females over their property. (3.—Males have no power over wo¬ 
man’s property ; maintenance may be exacted by the wife, if not 
wicked. 7.—Husband’s power over the wife’s property in the event 

of distress. 8.—What was promised by the husband to his wife must 
be given by his sons ; sons cannot divide the mother’s property during 
her life. 

1. Now, with a view to explain the partition of stri- 
dhanam or woman's property, its nature is first determined. 

On this Manu says,—“ Wbat is given before the 
(nuptial) fire, what is presented in the bridal procession, 
what is bestowed in token of affection, and what is re¬ 
ceived from the brother, the mother or the father; these 
six-fold are declared to be stridhanam .”—The term ‘ six¬ 
fold’ is intended, not as a restriction of a greater number, 
but as a denial of a less. Accordingly Yogisvara uses the 
term 1 the like ’ in the text,—“ What is given by the father, 
the mother, the husband or tho brother, what is received 
before the (nuptial) fire, what is presented on the husband’s 
marriage to another wife, or the like, is pronounced to be 
sir'tdhammP Also, Vishnu declares more than six sorts of 
woman’s property; thus he says,—“What is given by the 
father, the mother, the son or the brother, what is received 
before the (nuptial) lire, what is presented on the husband’s 
mama go with another wife, what is given by the bmdhus 
or relations, and anvadheyakam or a gift subsequent to 
marriage; these are denominated woman’s property.” 
Narada says,—.<< What is received before the (nuptial) fire, 





Sec. 2.] 


PARTITION OF HERITAGE. 


wluit is presented in the bridal precession, likewise a gift 
by the husband, what is given by the brother and the' 

parents ; these six-fold are declared to be strld/ianam.” _ 

The term ‘ six-fold’ is to be explained in the same way as 
in the text of Manu. 

2. The term siridhanam or woman’s property has 
been used (in the above texts) in its ordinary meaning, 
viz. , property whereof a woman is the owner, and not in 
a technical sense (as including only the enumerated items 
of property;) for when the ordinary meaning is acceptable, 
it is not pi’oper to adopt a technical meaning. According¬ 
ly \ ogisvara has employed the term ‘tho like’ on purpose 
to include what is_ acquired by the common means of 
acquisition, such as inheritance, purchase &c. 

If it be said: —If it were so, then the exclusion of cer¬ 
tain kinds of property from the category of w r oman’s proper¬ 
ty would be unreasonable; for, a woman’s ownership there¬ 
in cannot be denied by reason of contradiction (with the 
above exposition;) thus, Katyayanasays,—“Among these, 
what is given conditionally or what is given under collu¬ 
sion by the father, brother or husband ; that is not denomi¬ 
nated woman’s property.” ‘ Condition’ is the restriction 
that this ornament or the like, which is given to you, is 
to be put on by you only on days of festivity &c., and not 
at any other time ; what is given with such a restriction is 
“ given conditionally “ under collusion” means, with the 
intention of defrauding the co-heirs,—(as if saying) —* This 
has been given to a maiden daughter, how can such property 
be partible ?’ It is also said by the same sage that what is 
acquired by means of mechanical arts, also what is presented 
out of affection by a frieud or the like does not become wo¬ 
man’s property, thus,—“ But whatever is acquired by 
moans of mechanical arts, also what is received through 
oflWtinn from any other; therein the husband’s ownershin 
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(by the above two texts) to be attached to the term 
woman’s property, viz. that stridhanam means what, is 
given by the father or the like excepting that (which 
is mentioned in the first of the above texts) or excepting 
what is gained by mechanical arts and the like (men¬ 
tioned in the second text.) 

The answer is : In the above texts the denial is, not 
of their being woman’s property, but of its consequen¬ 
ces, such as distribution (by her choice amongst her heirs,) 
&c. Accordingly in the latter text it is said, “ therein 
the husband’s ownership arises.” The meaning is that 
the husband and not the woman has independence in 
dealing with such property. In the first text, however, 
the denial also of the woman’s right is possible, by reason 
of the employment of the terms ‘ condition’ and 1 collusion’; 
and it is universally known that no right accrues to such 
gifts, by reason of the text of Manu, namely,—“ Collusive 
mortgage and sale, collusive gift and acceptance, and 
wherever a condition (or fraud) is found; all these 
shall be prevented.” The following text (of Manu,) 
namely —“ A wife and a son, also a slave ; these three 
are incapable of holding property : whatever they acquire 
belongs to him whose they are, —is to be taken to refer, 
in the ease of a wife, only to what is acquired by mechanical 
arts Ac., by reason of the simplicity of the supposition 
that both the precepts are founded on the same radical 
revelation. 


3. The terms ‘ gift before the nuptial fire,’ and. the 
like are explained by Katyayana, thus,—“ What is given 
to women at the time of their marriage, near the nuptial 
fire, is proclaimed by the wise as the woman’s property 
given before the nuptial fire. That again, which a woman 
receives while she is conducted from her father’s house 
(to her hushand’s dwelling) is declared as woman’s proper¬ 
ty under the name of gift presented in the bridal proces¬ 
sion. Whatever, however, is given through affection by 
the mother-in-law or the father-in-law, or what is given 
on obeisance by touching the feet (of a woman,) is 
called an affectionate gift. Subsequent to marriage, how¬ 
ever, what is received by a woman from hor husband’s 
family is culled a gift subsequent, and so is what is like- 
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•wise received from her own family. Whatever, however, 
is received as a price of household furniture con¬ 
veyance, milch-cattle and ornaments, is denominated 
fee or sulka. That which is received by a married 
woman or by a maiden in the house of her husband 
or of her father, from her brother or from her parents, 
is termed a kind gift.”—The reading (of the text defin¬ 
ing a kind gift) as adopted in the Kalpataru and other 
works, is “ from her husband” (instead of ‘ from 
her brother.’ ) The terms ‘ presents before fire/ &c. 
although they convey their derivative meaning, are still 
technical, inasmuch as they are applied only to the above 
descriptions of woman’s property. It has been explained 
in the Madanaratna, that the price of household furniture 
&c., which is taken from the bridegroom or the like for¬ 
giving (in marriage') the bride, in the shape of the bride’s 
ornaments, is the fee or sulka. In the Mitakahara 
however, it is said, that the fee or sulka is that which' 
having been taken, the bride is given in marriage. But 
in both (the books), it is intended that the father or the 
like takes it on the understanding that it is to belong to the 
bride; because, otherwise, in the absence of her right 
thereto, the application of the denomination of woman’s 
property to it, would be unreasonable. But Jimutavahana 
having adopted a reading (of the above text of Katyayana, 
defining the fee or sulka) in which there is the word kitrtni- 
nam, workmen, instead of karmaudni, acts, Inis explained 
the text in this way : “In order to have a work done by 
workmen on houses &c., i. c. , by artizans, what is given as 
a bribe to a woman for inducing her husband or others 
(of her family who are the artizans), to do the work, 
is the fee or sulka. This itself is the price, as it is paid 
for her inducement.” He has further said,—“ Or the fee 
is what is described by Vyasa in the text,—‘ What is given 
to bring' her to her husband’s house is called the fee n. 


kinds of woman *> l'-r -"-j • 
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A gift on supersession (ddhivedanikamj is what is be¬ 
stowed on the first wife on the occasion ot espousing an¬ 
other wife. This is described by Yajnavalkya, thus f° 
a woman whose husband marries a second wife, let him 
give an ecjual sum as a compensation tor supersession, 
if woman’s property have not been given to her ; but if 
any have been assigned, let him allot halt. 


4. Katyayuna lays down a special rule regarding the 
grant of property by the father or the like, to females 
for their maintenance :—“ The father, the mother, the 
husband, the brother or the jndtis or kinsmen of the same 
family, shall agreeably to their means, give to women 
stridhanum , not exceeding two thousand, excepting im¬ 
moveable property.”—The meaning is, that property other 
than immoveables, extending to two thousand Icarshapanas 
shall be given according to the means. So also Vyksa 
declares,—“ But an allowance ot property amounting to 
two thousand at the most shall be given to a female. 
Kktykyana bv the term ‘ not exceeding two thousand, 
and Vyksa by the term ‘ at the most,’ show that even a 
rich man is not to give more to women (whom he is bound 
to maintain). This restriction, however, is to be under¬ 
stood to apply to what is given every year, and not to 
an allowance once for all. Hence there is no incongruity, 
if the property given for maintenance for many years 
exceed this amount ; for it is for maintenance that the 
gift is made, but it is not possible that that for the whole 
life can be covered by merely two thousand ('karshapunasj. 


5. In the disposal of woman’s property, however, 
females have not independence without the permission 
of their husband. This is declared by Manu thus,— 
« Women shall not make any disbursement out of family 
property which is common to many, or even out of their 
own property without the permission of their husband.”— 
Disbursement (nirluira) means, expenditure. 

But in the disposal of some, kinds of woman’s property, 
females have independence ; this, Katykyana having de¬ 
scribed u kind gift, declares thus,—“ The independence 
of women who have received a kind gift, is admitted (in 
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respect of it,) for it was given by them out of kindness, 
for their maintenance. . With respect to a kind gift, the 
independence, at all times, of women is proclaimed in 
making sale or gift according to pleasure, even when it 
consists of immoveable property.” 

But as regards property given by the husband, they 
have independence in dealing only with property other 
than immoveables. This is declared by Narad a, thus,— 
“ What has been given by an affectionate husband to his 
wife, she may, even when lie is dead, consume it or give 
it away as she pleases, excepting immoveable property.” 
The meaning is, that the wife can only enjoy the immove¬ 
able property given by the husband by dwelling on it, 
&c., but cannot make a gift, sale, or the like. Some are 
of opinion that the text of Katyayana also, vis .—“ Let the 
soilless wife, preserving unsullied the bed of her husband 
&c.”—refers only to immoveable property given by tlio 
husband, since (if interpreted in this way) it embodies the 
same precept as the text of Narada. But what it. refers to, 
has been discussed by us while explaining the text,— 
“ The wife and the daughters also, &c.” (p. 136 et sequel). 


6. The males (of the family), however, have no 
power of disposal over any kind of stridhamm, inasmuch 
as they have no ownership in it: this is declared by 
K&tyayana,—“ Neither the husband nor the son nor the fa¬ 
ther nor the brothers can assume the power over a woman’s 
property to take it or give it away. If any of the.so persons 
forcibly consume a woman’s property, ho shall be compelled 
to make it good with interest, and shall also incur a fine. 
If such a person having obtained her consent amicably, 
consume her property, ho shall bo required' to pay the 
principal, when he becomes rich (enough to pay it). But 
if the husband have a second wife and do not show honor 
to his first wife, he shall he compelled by force to restore 
her property though amicably lent to lam. If food, 
raiment and dwelling bo withheld horn the woman, she 

may exact her duo supply and take a share (ot the estate) 

with the co-heirs.’’ , . , 

The meaning of the two couplets beginning with « j ?ut 

if the husband,” is t llis : ll tlie bu6band haying taken the 
29 
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wealth of one wife lives with another wife and neglects the 
first, the king shall forcibly compel him to restore that 
wealth; and if the husband does not supply her with 
food, raiment and dwelling, then these also or property 
sufficient for these, may be forcibly exacted by the wife. 
This also is to be understood to take effect when she is 
blameless ; for a wicked woman is not entitled to obtain 
any sort of woman’s property whatsoever, as is declared 
by the same sage ,—“ But a woman who is inimical, shame¬ 
less, dissipator of wealth, or adulterous is not worthy of 
woman’s property.”—By the expression ‘ is not worthy ’, it 
is indicated that what has been received by her may be 
forcibly taken from her : ‘ inimical ’ is one who is always 
engaged in committing acts against the will of the hus¬ 
band,—another reading is ‘ impudent’ (nirmaryMA instead 
of shameless). 

7. Devala says,—“ Her subsistence, her ornaments, 
her fee or sulka, anil her gains are the separate property of 
a woman. She herself exclusively has the right to enj oy it, 
her husband has no right to use it, except in distress. In 
case of consumption or disbursement without cause, he must 
refund it to the wife with interest.” ‘ Subsistence or vrid- 
dhi means, according to the Smritichandrika, what is given 
by*the father or the like (relation) towards her advance¬ 
ment. In the Madanaratna, however, this is read as vritti, 
and is explained to mean what is given by the father or the 
like for subsistence. ‘ Gains ’ signifies what is received 
from any person, who makes the present for the purpose 
of pleasing Gauri or some other goddess : ‘ without cause ’ 
means, otherwise than in distress : ‘ disbursement,’ means 
abandonment, i. e., giving awaythis is relative to gift 
and enjoyment that are not permitted by the wife, but if 
she permits, there is no fault even when there is no distress : 
the term ‘exclusively’ in the passage ‘she herself exclu¬ 
sively ’ intended to exclude her children ; because the 
husband’* exclusion is laid down by the passage ‘ her 
husband has I1G right to use it,’ and because the husband 
being excluded, the exclusion of the brother and other 
relation * who are more distant than the husband is, by 
the rule ot tho -aff and the cake, established. From the 
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phrase ‘ except in distress,’ it appears that there is no fault 
(if the wife’s property bo used) in distress ; hence the some 
sage declares in the concluding text,-- 1 , “tided to 
use woman’s property, also for the relief of the distress 
of the son.”—The term husband (occurring in the prece¬ 
ding text) is to be construed with this text. The term 
‘ son’ is intended to indicate the family ; the meaning is, 
for the relief of the distress, i. e., the pain caused by the 
want of food &c., of the family. The term ‘ also,’ shows 
that the husband is entitled to give away or consume the 
wife’s property without her consent, in any other difficul¬ 
ty caused by the want of money. 

If it be said : How can it be shown by this text that a 
person is entitled to give away or consume another person’s 
property -without the consent of the owner ; for it would 
be a contradiction in terms : in the case of consent, how¬ 
ever, there is no difficulty although there be no distress. 
The answer is ? that by virtue of the texts (to that effect 
it is to be admitted that) he has ownership itself over 
such property to use it for such purposes ; so there is no 
defect. Accordingly Yogisvara says,—“ A husband, if 
unwilling, is not liable to make good the property of his 
wife, taken by him in a famine or for the performance of 
some religious duty or during illness or while under 
restraint.”—‘ For the performance of some religious duty,’ 
means, for the performance of necessary, daily or occa¬ 
sional, ceremonies ; ‘ while under restraint’ means, while 
arrested by the king for the levy of a line or the like : 
but Vachaspati says that the term mmprai//-odhake (render¬ 
ed into ‘ while under restraint ’) is an adjective qualifying 
‘ illness,’ and that it means preventing tho pursuit of avo¬ 
cations. Also, the proposition, “ if unwilling, is not 
liable to make good”—is to be understood to refer to the 
ease of inability to refund on account <>t poverty and the 
like 5 but if he is able to repay, then even what is taken 
in a famine and the like, must be refunded: when this 
text may reasonably bo interpreted in this very wav, it 
would bo improper to maintain that he may choose not to 
refund even if he is able to do so. As the term 1 husband ’ 
is used in the text, therefore it is to be known that even 
in the event of distress the husband alone but no other 
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(relative) lias the right to take a woman’s property and to 
repay it at his desire. 

8 . What the husband promised to give to his wife 
must, when he is dead, be given to her by the son and the 
like. This too is declared by the same sage,—“ Property 
promised by the husband to his wife must be paid by his 
sons, just as his debts.”.—The term ‘ sons’ includes grand¬ 
sons and great-grandsons, by reason of the expression 
‘just as his debts.’ By this it is shewn that although the 
right of the sons accrues to their mother’s property by 
birth, still there can be no partition, while she is alive. 

Thus woman’s property has been described. 


PART II. 


§ 1.—Joint succession of sons and daughters to gift subsequent and 
affectionate gift of husband. 2.—Maiden daughters succeed to yait- 
taka. 3._Daughter’s succession to other kinds of property in prefer¬ 

ence "to sons. 4.—According to Junutavahana this refors to yautaka 
only. 5. -But according to Vijnanesvara, this refers to every descrip¬ 
tion of property. 0.—Latter’s argumeut criticized by Jiindtavahana. 
7.— Criticism. by the author. 8.—The daughter’s daughters and sons. 
9—16. —Sac cession to property of a childless woman. 9.—Succession 
of husband and parents according to form of marriage. 10.—Ji- 
mutavahana's opinion criticized. 11.—Brothers’ succession to gift of 
parents. 12 .—Sulka goes to uterine brothers. 13.—Gift of bandlms 
goes to bandhus . 14.—Of other heirs. 15.—Females not expressly 
mentioned, cannot succeed. 

1. Now, the partition of woman’s property is ex¬ 
plained. 

On this Manu says,—“ But when the mother is dead, 
nil the uterine brothers and the uterine sisters shall 
equally divide the maternal estate.” Since in this text 
the terra ‘ and’ is used which conveys the same meaning 
a* the conjunctive compound, therefore it is shewn that 
tjjfc uionufj brothers and sisters are jointly entitled to tako 
1 ; iiivahev’s '.'.state. The term i uterine’ is used to debar 
tho children of u different mother. 
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Devala says, A Roman’s property is common to 
sons and maiden daughters, when she is dead ; but if 
without leaving issue, let her husband, mother, brother or 
father take it.”—In this text, however, the conjunctivocom- 
pound itself (of sons and daughters, vis., puttm-kany&ndm ) 
is used, hence the joint succession of sons as well as daugh¬ 
ters is clear. 

13ut this (joint succession of the son and daughter) 
is relative to two descriptions of woman’s property, namely 
the gift subsequent and what is through affection given 
by the husband. Accordingly Manu himself says,—“ The 
gift subsequent and what has been given by the affec- 
tionate lusband; these become the property of the 
children of the deceased woman though the husband is 
alive. — I he gift subsequent ’ as defined before, also what 
has through aflection been given by the husband: ‘ these ’ 
descriptions of a woman’s property belong to ‘ children ; 
i • c ) sous aud daughters of the decea»sed woman. 1 Although 
the husband is alive’ means, in spite of the survivino- 
husband : since the locative case in ‘ patyau ’ (husband) is 
indicative of disregard. The term ‘ children ’ in this 
text being used without any qualification, the co-equal 
ownership of the male and female children is expressed ; 
hence they are to take the maternal estate in equal shares : 
not, however, the sisters in the first instance; in their 
default the brothers. 

1 he sisters ’ in the text of Manu (para. I) are to bo 
taken to be unmarried. Accordingly Vrihaspati says,— 
“ A woman’s property appertains to her issue, the daugh¬ 
ter also is a sharer of it; but when there is an unmarried 
daughter, the married one obtains a mere token of re¬ 
spect.”—The term ‘ issue ’ means, sons; since ‘ the 
daughter ’ is separately mentioned : 1 sharer of it ’ meaus, 
an equal sharer with a son: ‘ a mere token of respect ’ 
means that she obtains something, as a token of respect 
(due to her), in proportion to it, but not an equal share 
with a son. 

In default of the unmarried daughters, the married 
ones also, whose husbands are alive, participate with then- 
brothers. This is declared by Katydyana,—“ qq 10 s j s f ei<a 
whose husbands are alive shall succeed together with 
thejr brothers.” 
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At the time of partition something should be given 
also to the daughter’s daughters. Accordingly Manu says, 
—“ If there be daughters of the daughters, to them also, 
according as they deserve, should be given through affec¬ 
tion, something out of their grandmother’s property,”— 
‘ according as they deserve,’ means, regard being had to 
propriety and to poverty and the like. Nor can it be argued 
that as the daughter’s daughters have not then any right, 
■wherefore is anything to be given to them ? Since, just 
as in the case of paternal property, although the daughters 
have no right of inheritance when there are sons, still a 
quarter share is to be allotted to them by virtue of texts ; 
the same reason holds good in this instance also. Accor¬ 
dingly the term * through affection’ is used. The distinc¬ 
tion is, that in the present instance it being declared that 
the gift is to be made through affection, it is also indicated 
that it is optional; but in the other instance, the allotment 
is compulsory by reason of the expression of censure in 
the text ,—“ those that are unwilling to give become 
degraded.” 


2. But the yautaka property (the nuptial presents) 
of the mother belongs to the maiden daughters alone ; not 
to sons nor to married daughters. This is declared by 
Manu himself,—“ But the yautaka or the nuptial present of 
the mother is the share of the unmarried daughters alone.” 

According to the root yu to unite, whatever is, at the 
time of marriage, givon to the bride and the bridegroom 
sitting upon the same seat, is called yautaka through the 
derivation, ‘ what belongs to the yutau (or the two united) 
is yautaka .’ But some (commentators, among whom the 
author of the Dayabhdga is one) maintain that on marriage 
the corporeal union of the man and wife takes place, by 
reason of the Sruti, namely,—“ (His) bone (becomes iden¬ 
tical) with (her) bone, flesh with flesh, skin with skin,”— 
the meaning of which is, that the bones and other parts of 
tao husband and wife become one. Others (among whom 
m aut mr of the I 'ayatattva is one) say that on marriage 
- 1 r U ! lK | n - ^‘ e husband and wife) arises, since it is 
m ica ec m the text (which the bride and the bridegroom 
ait mu e o recite at the time of the marriage,) namely,— 
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“ What is thy heart, let that become mine, what is my 
heart let that become thine.” In the Nighantu it is said 
‘ What belongs to the two united or yuta is yautaka .’ The 
term is also read as yautaka, since it is stated in the Kosa 
(or authoritative vocabulary,)—“What is yautaka is also 
yautaka Devasvamiu says : The property of the mother 
which was received by her in the house of her father is 
called yautaka, such property being distinct from what was 
received in the house of her husband ; sinco the term 
yauta signifies also disunion ; as it is said in the Dhatu- 
patha that ‘ The root yu means, to unite or to disunite,’ 
and it is used in this sense, thus, ‘ on completion of the 
yuta or disunion.’ This, (i. e., what is said by Deva- 
svarnin) is not good. For it is merely an assumption, 
inasmuch as there being no criterion for determination, it 
may equally be said that the term yautaka means the pro¬ 
perty received in tho husband’s house, such property being 
distinct from what is obtained in the father’s house. 

When there are more than one maiden daughter, 
then agreeably to the maxim, ‘ Equality is the rule where 
no distinction is expressed,’ their shares must be equal, 
no distinction being expressed. 

3. The property of the mother excepting these three 
kinds, {viz., gift subsequent, affectionate gift of the husband 
and yautaka) devolves on her daughters (in the first in¬ 
stance and not on her sons.) Amongst them also, first on 
the unmarried daughters ; in their default, on thoso that 
are married : amongst these also, first on those that are 
unprovided ; on failure of them, on those who are pro¬ 
vided, and whose husbands are living ; failing them, on the 
widowed ones. Accordingly Gautama declares,—“ A wo¬ 
man’s property goes to her daughters, unmarried and un¬ 
provided.”—It is explained by Apararka and the author 
of tho Kalpataru that ‘unprovided’ means childless, 
indigent, neglected (by the husband) or widowed. Vij- 
nanesvara and others attach to the term the first two of the 
above meanings. In this text also although the general 
term ‘ woman’s property’ is employed, still it is to bo 
taken to refer to property other than the three descriptions 
mentioned above. I Ins is said also in the Smritichandrika 
and the Madanaratna. 
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4. But Jimutavahana and Raghunandana maintain 
that the test of Gautama cited above, (§3,) the text of 
Narada, namely ,—“ The daughters (shall take) their 
mother’s (property ;) in default of daughters, her (or their) 
offspring,”—the text of Katyayana, namely ,—“ But in 
default of the daughter, that property devolves on the 
son,”—the text of Yogisvara, namely —“ Daughters sliai’e 
the residue of their mother’s property after payment of her 
debts; in their default, the issue,”—and other texts of law, 
declaring the succession of daughters to woman’s property, 
refer to yan taka or nuptial presents only, in conformity 
with the text of Manu, namely —“ The yautalca is the 
share of the unmarried daughters alone,” —and with the 
text of Vasishtha,— “ Let the females divide the nuptial 
present of their mother” : otherwise there would he a con- * 
flict with the text of Manu cited before (§ 1 .) The term 
pa.rina.yya (in Vasishtha’s text, rendered into ‘ nuptial 
present’) has been explained by them to mean what is 
received at marriage fparinaya.J that is to say, yautalca. 
But in the Kalpataru and the Vivadachintamaai, the read¬ 
ing is p&rinayya which is explained to mean the para¬ 
phernalia of a woman, such as the mirror, comb and the 
like. 


5. But Vijnanesvara says :— 

Every description of woman’s property goes first, 
even when there are the sons and the rest, to the daugh¬ 
ters, the daughter’s daughters and the daughter’s sons; 
and in their default to the sons and the rest. The succes¬ 
sion to the estate of a childless woman will be explained 
hereafter. In the text of Yogfsvara, namely,—“ Daughters 
share the residue of their mother’s property after payment 
of her debts ; in their default the issue”—the term ‘ their ’ 
rmaies not to daughters alone, but also to daughter’s 
daughters and daughter’s sons, by reason of the text of 
ai m a, namely, — “ The daughters (shall take) their 
J 1 ".', |l >r oportv); in default of the daughters, their 
/!! ' U ° •'’pniig.’- In this text (of Narada) the term tat 
«■ >„i„vi *r ,Q the compound tadanvayas (their or her 
1 E contiguous term daughters (and 

not to the term < mother's' which is more remote). Accor- 
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dingly the daughters’ offspring including the daughters* 
daughters and the daughters’ sons (is meant by the term 
tadanvayas). Amongst them also first the daughter’s 
daughter (succeeds;) in her default, the daughter’s son. In 
the text of Yogisvara, which will be cited below, the term 
‘ daughters’ in the passage “ but if she leave progeny, it 
will go to the (daughter’s) daughters,”—means the daugh¬ 
ter’s daughters ; for, otherwise, there would be tautology, 
as he himself has clearly declared the succession of 
daughters in the text ,—“ The daughters share the residue 
of their mother’s property &c.” The succession of the 
daughter’s son follows from the general expression “ the 
daughters’ offspring” (Narada’s text). 

But the right of the sons follows from the uni-residual 
conjunctive compound pitros (‘ of the parents’) in the text 
(of Yajnavalkya,)—“ After the demise of the parents the 
sons shall equally divide the heritage and the debts” : and 
this has been already explained before. Also in the text, 
—“The daughters (shall take) tho mother’s (property); 
in their default, the issue,”—the son and the like 
are intended by the term ‘ issue,’ sinc< it is proper to 
construe it with tho term ‘ mother’s,’ and since ‘ tho 
daughters’ are separately mentioned. But there can bo 
no defect of tautology (attributable to this interpretation of 
the above two texts of Yajnavalkya) since this (latter) 
text is intended to establish the succession of the sons in 
default of the daughters, (while in the first text the mere 
right of the sons to inherit, is mentioned). 

But the meaning of the text of Mauu, namely ,—“ But 
when the mother is dead, &c.” (§1)—is this : ‘ All the 

uterine brothers shall equally divide their maternal pro¬ 
perty,’ when their succession opens, ‘ and the uterine 
sisters’ when their right takes effect. But the meaning 
is not that both (brothers and sisters) shall together divide ; 
for, in the absence of the conjunctive compound or the 
uni-residual conjunctive compound, the mutual union (of 
brothers and sisters) does not appear; but the term ‘ and’ 
(which it may be contended, bears the same meaning as 
a conjunctive compound) may reasonably be explained to 
express the union (of ‘ brothers and sisters’) merely so far 
as regards their giammatical construction, both being 
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nominative to the verb ‘ divide.’ As for example, if it is 
said, ‘ Devadatta and Yajnadatta shall pursue agriculture,’ 
it does not (necessarily) appear that they must jointly do 
the same. Although, the right of both (sons and daughters) 
to succeed to their mother’s estate has been declared in 
other texts, still this text is intended to prohibit, by the 
employment of the term ‘ equally,’ the mode of unequal 
distribution on account of specific deductions and the 
like. 

The term ‘ uterine’ is used (in the above text of Manu) 
for the purpose of excluding the brothers and sisters 
sprung from a different mother. Hence it is that Manu 
(in another text) declares that the property of a low caste 
woman is taken by the daughter of her co-wife of a 
superior class, though not begotten by herself, and in hor 
default by her progeny ; thus,—“ The wealth of a woman, 
which has been in any manner given to her by her father, 
let the Brahmani (step) daughter take; or let it belong 
to her offspring.” Here by the term ‘ woman’ is intended 
a woman of the Kshatriya or the like (infei'ior) class, 
having no issue ; and the term ‘ Br&hmanfi is illustrative, 
meaning, belonging to a superior class. This (text) forms 
an exception to the rule that ‘ the property of a childless 
woman, appertains to the husband.’ Hence the daughter 
of a Kshatriya co-wife takes the property of her childless 
step-mother of the Vaisya class, and the daughter of a 
rival wife of the Yaisya class takes the property of her 
Sudra step-mother without issue; and in her default her 
children ; and in their default, the text,—“ The property 
of a childless woman appertains to the husband,”—is appli¬ 
cable to such property. 

Hence the daughters and the rest are entitled to take 
the property of a woman leaving issue, in the first in¬ 
stance ; and. after them the sons and the like. 


.P n this Jimutavahana says: Since, although a 
compound (of the terms ‘brothers’ and ‘sis- 
i the texts of Manu, Vrihaspati, 
ie same meaning (that is ex¬ 
compound) is conveyed by the 
conjunction ; since in the text 


tens / ts not 


II 


a .. , employed « 

Saukha and Likhita, yet tl 
pressed by a conjunctive 
term and’ which signifies 
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of Devala the conjunctive compound itself of c sons and 
daughters/ viz., puttra-lcanydnam is used ; and since, for 
the sake of consistency (of this text of Devala with the 
texts of Manu and the rest), it is proper that the term 
‘ and’ in those texts ( of Manu and the rest) also, should 
denote the mutual union (of brothers and sisters connected 
by it), therefore it is reasonable to say that brothers and 
sisters shall together take the property, dividing the same. 
Besides if the daughters alone were entitled to take the 
entire property of their mother, then the special text with 
respect to the yautalca or nuptial presents would be mean¬ 
ingless. And it is not reasonable to say that this 
text (regarding yautalca) is intended to exclude the 
married daughters, as in it the term 44 unmarried daugh¬ 
ters’ 5 is employed; because their exclusion, as re¬ 
gards all kinds of stridlianam , is declared in the texts of 
Gautama and the rest, and because it cannot but be ad¬ 
mitted that on failure of the unmarried daughters, the 
married ones are entitled to take even the yautalca. Hence 
the distinction is, that joint succession alone ot sons and 
daughters, is intended by Manu and the rest, to be iela- 
tive to the presents before the fire, and other kinds of 
woman’s property ; but the succession of the daughters 
alone, to be relative to yautalca or nuptial presents. But 
the terms 4 gift subsequent’ and 4 affectionate gitt ot the 
husband 5 used by Manu in another text are intended to 
include other descriptions of woman’s property such as 
‘ presents before the nuptial tire,’ &e.; for, otherwise, the 
separate text regarding the yautalca would be useless. 

This is the ‘opinion also of the author of the Dtiya- 
tattva and of others. 

7 . As regards this (contention) it appears that, as 
there is no authority to support the view that the terms 
4 gift subsequent,’ &c., mentioned (in the text of Manu) 
are intended to be illustrative, therefore to all kinds of 
the mother’s estate excepting these two (:>?>., the gift sub¬ 
sequent and the affectionate gift of the husbaud), the 
succession of the daughters takes place in the first in¬ 
stance* and on failure of them, the succession of the sons. 
The special provision, however, concerning the yautalca is 
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intended to indicate the exclusion of the married daughters 
and the like. If it be said that their exclusion is common 
to other kinds of woman’s property (and not peculiar to 
the yautaka , consequently the special provision is useless). 
The answer is, true; but (the distinction is that) the 
exclusion is not unconditional (as regards other kinds of 
woman’s property), whereas in the case of yautaka it is 
unconditional. Accordingly it is' held by the author of 
the Smritichandrika, and others that on failure of the 


maiden daughter the yautaka appertains to the husband 
or the like, alone, according to the form of marriage, and 
not to the married daughters and the like. 

But what is intended by Professor Vijnanesvara is 
this: The text (of Yajnavalkya) which generally lays 
down that woman’s property is to be inherited by the 
daughters, can only be restricted in its application, if 
there be another text which admits of no other interpreta¬ 
tion excepting the one that restricts the first text. But 
it cannot be contended that the text3 of Manu and others, 
establish the joint succession of sons and daughters, and 
admit of no other explanation. For these texts may be 
explained to establish the son’s right of inheritance. Nor 
can it be contended that the joint succession of the sons 
and daughters is indicated by the term ‘and’ (in some 
te xts) and by the conjunctive compound (in the text of 
Devala, §1). Because these may as well be explained to 
express the construction (of both the brother and sister 
or the son and daughter) as the persons who are to 
effect the division. Otherwise, when the uni-residual 
conjunctive compound is used in the text,—“ The wife 
and the daughters also, the parents (pitarau), &c.,”—and 
the conjunctive compound is used in the text,—“ it apper¬ 
tains to the mother and the father fmdtd-pitrosj ,’’ — the 
succession of the mother and the father, one after the 
oilier, which is maintained in all the commentaries (on 
law), would be unreasonable. In that instance it is said 
that, consistently with the text of Vishnu and the like, the 
compounds may be explained to express no more than the 
association (ot the component words) as regards gramrna- 

kut that the order of succession, one 
aitci . io o ior, ol the persons expressed by the words, 
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though at variance (with the grammatical construction) 
is not incompatible (with it). Similarly, in this instance 
also, the order of succession, one after the other, (of 
the sons and the daughters,) is expressed by the text 
of Yogisvara, namely,'—“ On failure of them, the issue,” 
—and by the text of Katyayana, namely,—“ But in 
default of the daughters, the inheritance devolves on the 
sonsand in conformity with these texts, it is proper to 
explain the conjunctive compound and the term 1 and’ 
(used in other texts) to mean no more than the associa¬ 
tion (of the terms sons and daughters) for grammatical 
construction: but it is not proper to say that agreeably to 
the conjunctive compound and the term ‘ and’ (occurring in 
other texts) these texts are to be interpreted to bear a 
different meaning (from what appears on the face of them). 
Besides, there would be the fallacy of mutual dependence: 
since, if the joint succession (of sons and daughters) be 
established, then the texts (declaring the succession 
of daughters alone) are to be restricted in their applica¬ 
tion ; but if these texts be restricted in their application, 
then it can be ascertained that the texts (in which the 
conjunctive compound or the term ‘ and’ is used) intend 
joint succession (of sons and daughters). 

It cannot be argued that (agreeably to the above 
view) the special text (of Manu §1) regarding the gift sub¬ 
sequent and the like would be meaningless. Since this 
text may have a meaning, if it be interpreted in the same 
way in which the text regarding the yuutaJca has been 
explained in the Smritiohandrikfi. Or all the texts may 
have a meaning if interpreted in this way : the mere right 
of inheritance of the children being established by the 
text (of Manu regarding the gift subsequent and the like) 
in which the term ‘ gift subsequent’ is intended to be 
illustrative, the equality (of shares) and the like are laid, 
down by the texts like—“ But when the mother is dead, 
&c.” (§ !)• Yhus there is no difficulty. 

The venerable Vidyaranya, however, has given both 
(the above interpretations, the iirst of which is) according 
to the Smritichandrika and (the second according to) the 
Mitakshurfi, hut he has not passed any opinion. 
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8 . But the succession, before the sons and the like, 
of the daughter’s daughter, and after her, of the daughter’s 
son is unanimously admitted by the authors of the Mitak- 
shard, the (Smriti) Chandrika and the Madanaratna as 
well as by the venerable Vidyaranya. 

But Jimutavhhana and the author of the D^yatattva 
say:—In default of the daughters, the succession of sons 
alone takes place, but not the succession of the daughter’s 
daughter and the like, and afterwards that of the sons. 
Since, in the text of Narada, namely,—“ The mother’s 
(property), the daughters (shall take); in default of 
daughters, her (or their) issue”—the term ‘ issue’ which 
signifies, the issue in the shape of the son and the like, 
cannot properly be construed with ‘ daughters.’ For the 
term daughtei’ which signifies a particular sort of progeny 
cannot possibly be construed with another (word ‘ issue’ 
signifying) progeny, as there is no mutual requirement 
(of the words) both being alike. Nor is the want of 
mutual requirement affected by the construction (of the 
term ‘ issue’) with the pronoun tat (her or their), for this 
pronoun (relating as it does agreeably to the opposite 
view, to the term daughters) must present the idea of 
daughters as such. Besides, as in the text of Yajnavalkya 
(§ 4), the term ‘ daughters’ has the termination of the first or 
nominative case, and the pronoun ‘ of them’ ft(ibhjasJ ) has 
that of the fifth or ablative case, they cannot be construed 
with the term * issue’ which requires a word in the geni¬ 
tive case to be construed therewith; hence it is to be 
construed with the term ‘ mother’s’ though it is separated 
by the intervention of other terms. Therefore consistently 
with the text of Yajnavalkya the meaning of the term in 
tlio text of Narada also, is, mother’s issue such as sons 
and the like, but not the daughters’ issue. Moreover, con¬ 
formably with the toxt of Baudhayana, namely —“ Male 
issue ot the body fangajaj being left, the property must 
go to them,»—the succession of the son alone as an 
mnne iuto issue of the body is proper by reason of propin- 
qui y, nit not of the daughter’s son and the like who are 

mediate descondants not born of her person. 

l-l /A 8 , 18 en '°acous. For if a word signifying progeny 
ct)U JJ} K " C;JJlci1 -i'ued with another word denoting progeny, 
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then there could be no such construction in the case of 
the son and the like also. If this argument be met by 
saying that there can be no objection to the construction 
of two words signifying progeny when one is expressed 
to be the progeny of the other, then the same may be said 
in this instance too. (And it must be so said,) for other¬ 
wise there could be no construction oven in such a case, 
as ‘ the daughter’s son.’ Therefore this (objection of Ji- 
mutavahana) proceeds only from ignorance of grammatical 
construction. In the text of Yajnavalkya, however, al¬ 
though the son and the like alone ai’o expressed by ‘the 
mother’s issue,’ still this text merely recites the right of 
the sons which has already been laid down in the text,— 
u On the demise, of the parents, the sons shall equally 
divide the heritage and the debts,”—for the purpose of 
showing that the liquidation of the debts and the default 
of the daughters are the conditions of their right: and 
there can be no inconsistency if their right takes effect 
even after the daughter’s sons. But the text of Bau- 
dhayana, namely—“ male issue of the body being left &c.” 
—which may be taken to establish by its generality the 
son’s right of succession to the estate of the mother, or to 
establish generally the right of sons and daughters as the 
term angaja (rendered into male issue) signifies any child,— 
ought to be interpreted with reference to a propinquity 
which is not inconsistent with any other text. So this (L e. 
the argument drawn from this text) is nothing. 

9. (The heir to woman’s property) on failure of issue 
is declared by Yogfsvara,—“ If she be gone (to rest) with¬ 
out issue, her kinsmen shall take it.”—‘ If she be gone,’ 
i. e ., if she die ‘ without issue,’ i. e., without leaving descen¬ 
dants from the daughter to the great-grandson, ‘ her kins¬ 
men,’ *• e -i such as aro mentioned in the following couplet, 

* shall take it,’ i. e. the woman’s property. 

The same sage declares the succession of the kinsmen 
in different ways according to the different forms of mar¬ 
riage, thus,—“ The property of a childless woman, (mar¬ 
ried.) also in tho four forms of marriage, of which (series 
of four) the Brahma stands in tho beginning, goes to her 
husband ; but it sae 18 a mother, it belongs to her (daugh- 
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ter’s) daughters; and in other forms of marriage, it goes to 
the father,”—‘ The four forms of marriage are, the Brahma, 
the Daiva, the A'rsa and the Prajapatya : the G&ndharva 
also is included, by force of the term ‘ also.’ Or ‘ the four 
forms’ may he taken to be exclusive of the Brahma, and to 
include the Daiva, the ATsa, the Prajapatya and the 
Gdndharva; for the compound brdhmadishu (rendered into, 
‘ of which the Brahma stands in the beginning,’)—being a 
bahuvrihi or a descriptive adjective, the attribute expressed 
by it may be taken to have no reference to the predica¬ 
tion. By this (interpretation) is removed the disagreement 
(of this text of Ydjnavalkya) with the following text of 
Manu, namely,—“ It is ordained that the property (of a 
woman married) in (the forms of marriage called) the 
Brahma, Daiva, ATsa, Gdndharva or Prajdpatya, shall 
belong to the husband alone, if she die without issue.” 

The property of a childless woman married in the 
Brahma or the like form of marriage belongs to her 
husband, and on failure of him to the husband’s nearest 
relations. For the nearness to the owner being debarred 
by the husband, preference ought to be given to the near¬ 
ness to the husband. 

But if a woman be married ‘ in other forms of mar¬ 
riage,’ i. e., in the A'sura or the like, ‘ it goes to her father,’ 
i. e., to the mother and the father, since the term ‘father’ 
fpitrij is the result of the uni-residual conjunctive compound 
(of mother and father). Amongst them also, it goes to the 
mother in the first instance, and after her to the father, 
according to the principle set forth while explaining the 
term ‘ parents’, fpilar au in the text,—“ The wife and the 
daughter also, the parents &c.”) there being no other text 
against the application of that principle to the present 
case. Accordingly, in the text,—“ But the property given 
to a woman (married) in the A'sura or the like forms of 
marring!;', is ordained for the mother and the father, if she 
die without leaving issue,”—Manu shows the priority of 
the mother, by placing first the term mother in the con¬ 
junct.ve compound mdtd-pitros. 

i .•+ +i ° tt ’ as ^ expressly declared that the lather in- 
gen s le property of a maiden on failure of the mother, 
so the same order is proper in this case also. Thus Bau- 
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dhayana declares,—“ The wealth of a deceased maiden, 
let the uterine brothers themselves take; on failure of them, 
it shall belong to the mother; in her default, to the father. ’ 
On failure of the mother and the father, it goes to their 
nearest relations. 

In all the above-mentioned forms of marriage without 
distinction, if the woman be ‘ a mother,’ i. c., have issue, her 
property belongs to her ‘ daughters.’ It has already been 
mentioned that by the term ‘ daughters’ in this text (para. 
2) the daughter’s daughters are intended. The daughter’s 
daughters also, inherit in the order of the unmarried ones, 
&c., by reason of the text of Gautama and others. And it has 
previously been stated that when the daughters take the 
property, something should through affection be given to the 
daughter’s daughters. When the daughter’s daughters 
have their mothers different, and those sprung from one 
mother are unequal in number to those sprung from an¬ 
other, they shall divide their grandmother’s property ac¬ 
cording to their mothers, just as grandsons do according 
to their fathers; for Gautama declares ,—“ Or let the share 
of each class be according to the mother.” 

10. But Jirautavhhana says ' This text lays down a 
rule regarding only that wealth which is received at the 
time of the celebration of marriage in the Brahma or the like 
forms, but not regarding the entire property of a woman 
married in any of those forms. Because the connection 
(of the words) being, “ the property, in (the forms of mar¬ 
riage called) the Brahma, &c.,” — if the time of the cele¬ 
bration of marriage be indicated, the term ( £ in the Brahma 
&c.’,) has a metaphorical meaning, in relation to time pre¬ 
sent • but, if a woman married in those forms be intended, 
it has a metaphorical meaning in relation to the past cere¬ 
mony of marriage: hence the latter meaning is less ap¬ 
proved than the former. 

1 The same is the opinion of his follower, the author of 

the Dayatattva. 

This is not right. For it being generally laid down 
in the preceding text that the kinsmen shall take the pro¬ 
perty of a childless woman, the question arises, what sort 
of kinsmen shall take the property of what description of 
31 
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a childless woman ? Therefore it is proper to say that the 
terms Brahma, &c., are intended to qualify her, (i. e., the 
childless woman). As for the argument founded upon a 
consideration of the relation to the present and past time ; 
—that is worthless. Because in both (the meanings) the 
quality of being past is the same when the partition is 
made, (gift and marriage being then both past); and be¬ 
cause the quality of being present at the time of marriage 
is of no importance ; also because the connubial l’elation 
(of the woman) effected by the marriage, is of greater 
importance. 

11 . But whatever may be the form of marriage, the 
property received by a woman from her parents subsequent 
to the marriage, belongs to her brothers alone. This is 
declared by Kdty&yana ,—“ But whatever immoveable pro¬ 
perty has been given by the parents to their daughter, 
goes always to her brothers, if she die without issue.” 

But Visvarupa and Jfmutavahana says:—What had 
been given to her by the parents before her marriage, goes 
to the brothers; because what is received after marriage 
becomes ‘ gift subsequent , 1 and what is received at the 
time of marriage goes, according to the form of marriage, 
either to the husband or to the parents. 

This is not tenable. For there is no conflict (of this 
text with any other text,) as this text is relative to im¬ 
moveable property. Nor can it be argued that when the 
brother succeeds to immoveable property, his succession 
to moveable property follows from the rule of ‘ the staff 
and the cake 1 (a fortiori). For that rule is not applicable 
to what forms an exception. 

12 . But the fee or sulka belongs to uterine brothers 
alone, by reason of the text of Gautama, namely ,—“ The 
sister’s fee or sulka belongs to the uterine brother.” On 
failure of the uterine brother, it goes to the mother 5 for the 
fituno sage says,—“ After them, it belongs to the mother : 
but some say, (the mother inherits) before them.”—Tlio 
latter is the opinion of others. 

13. \\ hat was given to a woman by her bandhus (or con¬ 
sanguine relations) belongs, if she die without issue, to her 
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bandhus, in the first instance, failing them, to her husband, 
by reason of the text of Katy&yana, namely,—“ What was 
given by the bandlias appertains to the bandhus ; on failure 
of them, it goes to the husband.” 

14. But when there is a failure of the above-men¬ 
tioned heirs to a childless woman’s property, Vrihaspati 
ordains,—“ The mother’s sister, the maternal uncle’s wife, 
the paternal uncle’s wife, the father’s sister, the mother-in- 
law and the wife of an elder brother are pronounced simi¬ 
lar to mothers: if they leave no issue of the body, nor son 
(of a rival wife.) nor daughter’s son, nor their son, the sis¬ 
ter’s son and the rest shall take their property.”—Here by 
the term aurasa or 1 issue of the body,’ both sons and 
daughters are included ; for they debar all (other heirs,) 
and the order in which they debar others lias previously 
been mentioned. And by the term ‘ son,’ is intended the 
son of a co-wife ; for Manu declares, — •“ If among all the 
wives of the same person, one be a mother of a son, then all 
of them become by that son mothers of male issue: this is 
ordained by Manu.” But the term ‘ son’ is not intended 
to be in apposition with the term aurasa or issuo of the 
body ; because in that case it would be useless, and be- 
cause the sister’s son and the rest would be heirs although 
the son of a co-wife be living; and that would be contrary 
to immemorial custom. The pronoun ‘ their’ or tat in the 
phrase ‘ their son’ relates to the terms ‘ issue of the body’ 
and ‘ son of a co-wife,’ though they are separated (by other 
words,) and not to the term ‘ daughter’s son’ though it im¬ 
mediately precedes ; because the son of a daughter’s son 
is not competent to offer oblations. Hence on failure of 
heirs down to the daughter’s son, first the aurasa inherits, 
after him his sons and grandsons. For it is proper that 
the succession should devolve on them, inasmuch as they 
are competent to present the pinda and are liable to dis¬ 
charge the debts, by reason of the text,—“ Debts are to 
be liquidated by sons and son’s sons.” In their default, 
the son of ft rival wife, his son and grandson (become heirs 
in their order); by reason of their being, under the cir¬ 
cumstances, the giver of the pinda , and the liquidator of 
debts, and by reason of the text of Manu, cited above. 
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Hence on failure of these, the sistor’s son and the rest 
alone, in spite of the sapindas such as the father-in-law, 
are, by virtue of this text (of Vriha3pati) which is not re- 
concileable in any other way, entitled to succeed, according 
to their comparative propinquity, to the property of their 
mother’s sister and the rest. 

15. But the daughter-in-law and others (of the same 
sox) are entitled to food and raiment only; for the near¬ 
ness as a sapinda is of no force when it is opposed by ex¬ 
press texts : since a text of the Sruti declares, —“ There¬ 
fore women are devoid of the senses and incompetent to 
inherit,” — and a text of Manu, founded upon it, says, — 
“ Indeed the rule is that, devoid of the senses, and incom¬ 
petent to inherit, women are useless.” The conclusion 
arrived at by the author of the Smritichandrika, Hara- 
datta and other southern commentators as well as by all the 
oriental commentators such as Jimutavahana, is, that those 
women only are entitled to inherit, whose right of succession 
has been expressly mentioned in texts such as,—“ The wife 
and the daughters also &c.,”—but that others are certainly 
prohibited from taking heritage by the texts of the Sruti 
and of Manu. 

Thus ends the partition of a woman’s property. 


CHAPTER VI. 


PARTITION OF CONCEALED PROPERTY. 

§ 1.—Partition of concealed property. 2.—Concealment of joint property 
is theft. 3. — llestoration to be caused by gentle means. 

1 . Now is explained the mode of distribution of that 
which was at the time of partition, concealed by any one 
(of the co-heirs), but is subsequently discovered. On that 
(subject) Manu says,—When all the debts and wealth 
have been justly distributed according to law, if anything 
be afterwards discovered; the whole of it shall be equally 
distributed.” Yogisvara declares,—“ Effects which have 
been stolen by any one of the co-heirs, and which are dis¬ 
covered after the separation, let them again divide in 
equal shares : this is a settled rule.”—Here, from the use 
of the term 1 equal’ it appears that the (mode of unequal) 
distribution with specific deductions is prohibited : by the 
term 1 divide’ it is indicated that the property shall not be 
taken by him alone who discovers it, and that a smaller 
share shall not be allotted to him who concealed it. 

2. Some (commentators) assert that, when the (above) 

texts may have a meaning (if interpreted) in this way, the 
concealment (by a co-heir) of joint property does not 
constitute the offence of theft, inasmuch as it was taken 
under the belief of its being (his) own. This is foolish. 
For in joint property there being also the right of other 
(co-heirs), it cannot be denied that there is ‘ the wrongful 
taking of another’s property,’—which is the meaning of 
the term theft. If it be said that there is no theft as it was 
not taken with the belief of its being another’s. (The 
answer is:) , s< ?> since concealment necessarily 

involves the belief of its being another’s; accordingly 
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the term ‘ stolen’ is employed (in the above text of Yajna- 
valkya). (If it be asked) has not Manu in the text— 
“ The eldest (brother) who out of covetousness defrauds 
his younger ones, shall forfeit the right of the eldest and 
his share, and shall be punished by the king”—con¬ 
demned the eldest alone and not the younger ones in 
case of misappropriation of common property ? (The 
answer is) true : but when an act which may be committed, 
is affirmed to be an offence if committed even by the 
eldest (brother) who holds the position of a father (to his 
younger brothers), then it becomes necessarily affirmed by 
reason of the rule of * the staff and the cake,’ that the same 
is an offence if committed by those (younger brothers) 
that are dependent on him and hold the position of a son 
. (to him). Hence those who maintain that the texts de¬ 
claring equal distribution in a case of concealment of joint 
property, intend that there is no offence of theft,—are 
silenced by this text of Manu, as well as by the following 
text of Sruti which declares it to be an offence without 
any distinction, namely,—“ If any one dispossesses a sharer 
of his share, he may molest him ; or if he does not molest 
him, he may molest his son or son’s son.”—The meaning 
of this text of Sruti is : ‘If any one dispossesses,’ i. <?., de¬ 
prives ‘a sharer,’ i. e., one entitled to a share, ‘ofhis 
share,’ that is, anyhow by force or fraud does not give him 
a share; ‘ he,’ i. e., who is dispossessed of his share ‘ may 
molest,’ i. e., injure ‘him,’ i. e., thedispossessor by reason 
of his offence ; if he does not injure him, he may injure his 
son or grandson. Those, however, who are ignorant of the 
Sruti may indeed talk irrationally. But we have al¬ 
ready said that even in the case of joint property, there 
being another’s right, the definition of theft is not inappli¬ 
cable. 


Just as (in an instance discussed in the Mhnansa) 
the ad verse argument is sot forth thus,—If, when the sacri 
ficial food consisting of green kidney-beans is not procura- 
blr, black kidney-beans be used as a substitute by reason 
_ t .i s ' mi , lai % (of those two kinds of beans iu many 
respe(n>.), t.hon the prohibition laid down in tho passage. 
iJ.acc krdnoy-bcans are not fit for sacrifices,” does not 

app'y f because they arn iiSArl umhxr tlio imnmssinn f.liaf. 


y are used under the impression that 
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they contain the constituent elements of the green kidney- 
beans : but the conclusion arrived at is, that they cannot 
be used even as a substitute, upon the ground that all that 
is necessary for the validity of a prohibition, being, that 
what is prohibited might take place (but for the prohibi¬ 
tion), the prohibition (of the use of black kidney-beaus for 
sacrificial purposes), is not unreasonable, since (some of) 
the constituent elements of black kidney-beans also are 
unavoidably used, even when green kidney-beans are used, 
(because the two sorts of beans must have some of their 
constituent elements common, which make them appear 
similar), and hence those elements would have been fit 
for sacrifices. 

3. No complaint, however, should be made by the 
co-sharers before the king, and even if it be made the king 
shall cause the restoration by gentle means: this, of which 
the only visible object is the maintenance of good feelings 
(of the co-heirs towards each other), is declared by Kat- 
yayana, thus, — “ Property misappropriated by a bandlm 
or kinsman shall not bo caused to be restored by force.” 
Nor should it be complained that the consumption by a 
co-heir during coparcenary was over and above his due 
proportion ; and even when there was such consumption, it 
is not to be taken into account by the king. To this 
effect the same sage declares,—“ The (unequal) consump¬ 
tion of unseparated bandkus or kinsmen shall not bo re¬ 
moved” (by an adjustment of accounts). Tho purport is 
that unequal consumption cannot be prevented, as it is 
unavoidable. 

It is to be observed that while these tests (of Kut- 
y ay an a) may in this way bo reasonably explained to mean 
no more than what they plainly signify; it cannot be held 
that these texts also intend that there i 3 no offence of 
theft, for then they would have a meaning not expressed : 
hence in the above cases also, the peuanco for theft, and 
legal punishment must take place. 


CHAPTER VII. 


OP IMPARTIBLE THINGS. 


§ 1.—Self-acquired property. ‘2.—Of other things not liable to partition. 


1. Now, what is not liable to partition, is explained. 
On this Yogis vara declares,—“ Whatever else is, without 
detriment to the paternal property, acquired by a man 
himself, or received from a friend or obtained at nuptials, 
does not belong to his co-heirs fd'xyadasj ; nor shall he, who 
recovers hereditary property which had been taken away, 
give it up to his co-heirs ; nor what has been gained by 
learning.” 

The term 1 without detriment to the paternal pro¬ 
perty’ is to be construed with all (tho items of property 
described); for, were it isolated in construction, then tho 
items such as what is received from a friend, although 


they involve the expense of the paternal property, would 
not be liable to partition; but this would be opposed to 
the practice of persons following the precepts of the Vedas, 
and, with respect to what is gained by learning, to the 
text of Narada, namely,—“ He who maintains the family 
of a brother engaged in the pursuit of knowledge, shall 
take, though he may be ignorant, a share of the wealth 
gained by that knowledge.” 

Katyayana also confirms this view by the definition 
h-> gives of the gains of learning that are impartible, thus, 

“ Wealth gained through learning acquired from a stran¬ 
ger while receiving a foreign maintenance is termed gains 
of learning.” 

• ^f an , u u ^ 8u clearly says ,— u Whatever a man has ac¬ 
quired through his own exertion without relying on the 
p.i ei nal property ? h e shall not give it up to his coparceners 
f, l ' / ' P '\ H ' ll . 01 ’ what has been acquired through learning.”— 
< jbxertiou’ signifies service and the like. 
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A special rule lias been laid down by Sankha, with 
regard to hereditary immoveable property, though re¬ 
covered without detriment to the paternal estate, as in the 
test,—“ When one parcener alone has by his own exertion, 
recovered land which had been lost before; the others 
shall get in proportion to their shares, but after setting 
apart a quarter share for him.”—The meaning is : after 
having allotted to the recoverer a fourth part (of the land) 
as a price of the recovery, all the co-sharers (including the 
recoverer) shall equally divide the remaining three parts. 

Although this sort of impartibility follows from the 
very (plain) principle that ‘ what is acquired by a man 
belongs to him,’ (and so no authority of the Sastras is 
necessary for establishing it); still there is no defect, inas¬ 
much as generally the Institutes on Positive law do, as wo 
havo already stated in the inti'oductory chapter, lay down 
rules which are as well deducible from reason. 

2. Other kinds of property not liable to partition 
are mentioned by Manu, thus,—“ Clothes, vehicles, orna¬ 
ments, prepared food, water, women, religious fund and 
eliaritaable work fijoga.kshemamJ, as woll as a passage 
are declared to be not liable to partition.” 

Patram (‘ vehicle’) means, conveyance. 

‘ Clothes and the like’ (i. e. ornaments) belong to him 
alone by whom they have been worn : but those that are 
not worn but are-intended for sale, are certainly liable to 
distribution. 

< Prepared food,’ i. e., cooked food, shall be partaken by 
all a much as they can, but shall not be weighed and 
divided. 

‘ Water,’ i. a., a reservoir of water, such as a well, shall 
be used by all accordingly as they require. 

‘ Women,’ i. e., female slaves being unequal (in number 
to tho shares) shall not be divided, but shall bo employed 
in work by turns. But women kept in concubinage by 
the father shall not bo divided, though equal in number, 
by reason of the text of Gautama, namely,—“ No partition 
is allowed in the case of concubines.” 

The term ‘ religious fund’ {yoga) means a fund for 
the performance of religious ceremonies ; aflM ‘charitable 
32 
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work’ ( kshemam ) signifies a reservoir of water, or the like, 
constructed for public benefit. The impartibility of these 
two, though raised or made at the charge of the paternal 
property, are set forth as examples : since, directly or in¬ 
directly, a partition of these is not possible, far less when 
these are hereditary. Accordingly Laugakshi declares,— 
“ The sages declare that charitable work is a reservoir of 
water or the like constructed for public good, and that 
religious fund is property set apart for the performance of 
religious rites : these two are pronounced impartible : so 
are the bed and the seat.” Some hold, that the term 
yoga-kshema intend those who perform sacrifices and charit¬ 
able works, as the king’s minister (of charitable works,) 
the (family) priest, and the like. Others say that it signi¬ 
fies weapons, cow-tails, shoes and similar things. 

1 A passage’ is a way for ingress and egress to and 
from a house, garden or the like; this also is impartible. 

3. Clothes and the like worn by the father shall be 
given to the person who partakes of food at his obsequies: 
ns directed by Vrihaspati ,—“ The clothes and ornaments, 
the bed and similar furniture, appertaining to the father, 
as well as his vehicle and the like, shall be given, after 
perfuming them with fragrant drugs and wreaths of flowers, 
to the person who partakes of the funeral repast.” 


4. Also ornaments that are worn by tlie females are 
not partible : thus it is declared,—“ The dayadas or co¬ 
heirs shall not divide such ornaments as are worn by the 
females during the life of their husband : they, who do so, 
become degraded.”—From the term * worn’ it appears 
that those that are not worn are liable to partition. By 
the phrase ‘ during the life of their husband,’ it is indicated 
that whatever is worn in any part of the body as a badge 
ot the husband’s life, is not liable to partition. 


-Also wbat has been received from the father as a 
* (.’n ° aljGC *i°n, cannot be divided : thus it is declared, 
~ l :7_ii Vor the father, clothes and ornaments are 
' ted”" ^ ** e term * are u3e( V their impartibility is in- 
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Likewise, what lias been given by the parents (is 
not divisible) by reason of the text of iaw,—“ Whatever 
has been given by the parents to any one, becomes exclu¬ 
sively his property.” 

But it is to be observed that gifts by the parents out 
of favor or affection should be guided by propriety but 
not by caprice ; for that would be contrary to the practice 
of the learned. 


6 .* The details of what has been acquired by the use 
of paternal property are found in many texts of law con¬ 
cerning what is gained by heroism, and the like 5 but 
these are not written here for fear of increasing the bulk 
of the book. 


CHAPTER VIII. 


EXCLUSION FROM INHERITANCE. 

§ 1 . —Those incompetent to inherit. 2 —Maintenance. 3. — Penance. 
4.—Right cannot be divested by subsequent disqualification; right 
revives on subsequent cure. 5.— 1 . d. 0.—Their 

sons entitled. 7.—Outcast and his son, not to be maintained. 
8.—Son by a woman of superior class. 9.—Impotent &c. can marry. 
10.—The daughters and wives. 11.—The vicious are excluded. 

1 . Now those that are not entitled to shares on par¬ 
tition (or succession) are described. 

On this subject Yogisvara,—“ An impotent person, 
an outcast and his issue, one lame, a madman, an idiot, a 
blind man, a person afflicted with an incurablo disease, as 
•well as others (.similarly disqualified) shall not, got shares, 
but shall be maintained.” 

“ Ilis issue” means, the issue of an outcast. 

It is to be observed that “ an impotent person” and 
11 a blind man,” if so from their birth, are certainly not 
entitled to shares on partition, but if they become so in 
the interim, are certainly entitled to shares on a partition 
agreeably to the mode laid down in the text,—“ Or his 
allotment must be made out of the visible estate corrected 
for income and expenditure,” (p. 94,)—provided their 
cure be effected by medication or the like. 

By the term “ others” are included those that have 
adopted an order other than that of the householder, that 
are inimical to their father, that are addicted to vice (upn- 
that are deaf or dumb, and that are destitute of an 
organ of sense (or action). Thus Vasishtha declares,— 
“ but those who have adopted an order other than that of 
the householder are not entitled to shares.” So also 
Narad a says-—“An enemy to his father, au outcast, an 
impotent person, and one who is addicted to vice take no 
share (<>1 the inheritance), though they be aurasa or real 
sous, much less if they be sons of the wife.” Also Mariu 
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says,—“ An impotent person ancl an outcast are excluded 
from a share of the heritage; and so are persons deaf and 
blind from birth as well as madmen, idiots, the dumb and 
whoever are destitute of an organ (of sense or action) 
nirindriya or “ destitute of an organ” is one who has lost 
an organ of sense by disease ; hence an impotent person 
does not come under it. But some say that “ destitute of 
an organ” means those that are devoid of hands, feet or 
the like (organ of action). 

2. The impotent and the others do not obtain any 
share but “ shall be maintained” (§ 1 Yogisvara’s text) i. e. 
supported by giving food, raiment or by the like. But if 
they be not maintained, a grave offence is committed ; so 
Manu declares,—“ To all of them food and raiment 
ougfll to be given by a wise man ; he who does not give, 
becomes deeply degraded.”—“ Deeply” means for life. 

3 . Amongst them, howover, an outcast (patitaj and 
one addicted to vice fupa-pcttcdci) are excluded from in¬ 
heritance, if they do not perform the penance. But of 
one who does not, out of perverseness, perform the penance, 
the exclusion is certain. 

4. The exclusion, again, of these, takes place, if their 
disqualification occur previously to partition (or succes¬ 
sion ;) but not also if subsequently to partition (or succes¬ 
sion ;) for there is no authority for the resumption of 
allotted shares. 

Professor Vijnanesvara says that if subsequently (to 
partition or succession) their defects are cured by medica¬ 
tion or the like, they become entitled to obtain their shares. 
And this is reasonable; because it is by reason of the de¬ 
fects that they were disqualified to share ; and because the 
same principle is applicable (to such a case) as is laid 
down in the text,—One who is begotten by one of equal 
class, after the co-parceners have been separated, is taker 
of the share.” (p. 92.) 

5 . The (masculine) gender in the words ‘ an outcast,’ 
&c., is not intended to bo expressive (of restriction,) for it 
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cannot reasonably be accepted (in that sense); in the 
same way as in the text,—“ A Brahmana (in the mascu¬ 
line gender) shall not drink spirituous liquors.” Hence, 
so far as is applicable, this (law of exclusion based upon 
defects) excludes the wife, the daughters or the like 
(female heirs) as well. 

6. Though the impotent and the rest are excluded 
from inheritance, still their sons are entitled to the shares 
(which would have been allotted to them). This is 
declared by Yogisvara ,—“ But of these, the aurasa or true 
son and the kshetraja or son of the wife, if free from defect, 
take the shares.”—“ Free from defect” means, having no 
defect such as is mentioned above which causes the exclu¬ 
sion from inheritance. Among those (that are excluded 
from inheritance,) an impotent person may have a /csMtra- 
ja or son of the wife; the rest, an aurasa or a real son as 
well. The mention of these two kinds of sons is intended 
to exclude the other descriptions of sons. 

7. An outcast and his son are not entitled to main¬ 
tenance. Accordingly Devola says,—“ When the father 
is dead, an impotent person, a leper, a madman, an idiot, 
a blind man, an outcast, the offspring of an outcast and a 
person wearing the token (of religious mendicancy) do 
not obtain a share of the heritage. Food and raiment should 
be given to them excepting the outcast: but the sons 
of such persons being free from similar defects, shall obtain 
their father’s share of the inheritance.”—‘ A person wear¬ 
ing the token’ means one who has become a religious 
wanderer or the like. Here («. e., in the second verse) the 
term ‘ outcast’ includes also the son of an outcast, for be¬ 
ing begotten by an outcast he too becomes an outcast; 
by reason of the text of law, namely,—“ The issue of an 
outcast becomes certainly outcast excepting a female, for 
site goes to another (family).” The term 1 dead’ indicates 
(only) the time for partition, because they are not entitled 
even ii partition be made during the lifetime of the father. 

8. Also Kaiy Ay ana says,—“ The son of a woman 
married in an irregular order, and he who is begotten by 
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a kinsman of the same family are unworthy of inheri¬ 
tance ; and so is an apostate from a religious order.” If 
a woman of a superior tribe be espoused after marrying 
one of an inferior tribe, then both of them are married 
in irregular order. A kshetraja or son of the wife, pro¬ 
created by a kinsman of the same family without being 
authorized to raise up issue, is unworthy of inheritance. 

“ But the son of a woman married in irregular order, 
may be heir, provided he belong to the same class with 
his father; and so may the son of a man belonging to a 
different (but superior) tribe, but begotten by a woman 
espoused in the regular order. The son of a woman mar¬ 
ried by a man of inferior tribe does not take the (riktha 
or unobstructed) heritage. But bare food and raiment 
only should be given by his bandhus. But in default of the 
bandhus he may take his paternal property. The bandavas 
(being step-brothers ?) shall not be compelled to give up 
(to him a share of) that property received (by them, and) 
belonging to (their or his ?) own father.” ( Vide Daya- 
bhaga, ch. V. para. 16 and notes.) 

9. It is declared by Manu that an impotent person 
and the rest may espouse wives and have sons, thus,— 
“ If an impotent person and the rest should at any time 
desire to marry, the offspring of such as have issue shall bo 
capable of inheriting.” Tantu (rendered into issue) 
means offspring. 

It cannot be argued, how can an impotent person and 
the rest contract marriages, since they are degraded for 
want of investiture with the sacred thread ? Because, for 
want of investiture owing to unfitness for investiture, a 
person is not degraded, any more than a Sudra. 

10. Their daughters must bo maintained till their 
marriage, and must be married. Their wives, however, 
that are childless and chaste must be maintained, provi¬ 
ded they are not perverse j if otherwise, shall be expelled. 
This is declared by Yogisvara,—“ Their daughters also 
must be maintained until provided with husbands. Their 
childless wives, conducting themselves aright, must be 
supported: but such as are unchaste, should be expelled ; 
and so indeed should those that arfe perverse/* 


256 


VIUAMITEODAYA. 


[Chap. VIII. 


11. Apastamba ordains,—“Of an excommunicated 
person, the inheritance, oblations of food and libations of 
water cease .”—‘ An excommunicated person’ is one in 
whose company water is not drunk (by his caste men). 
Likewise Vrikaspati says,—“ Though born of a woman of 
equal class, a son destitute of virtue is unworthy of the 
paternal wealtli: it is declared to belong to such kinsmen 
offering funeral oblations to him as are versed in the Vedas. 
A son redeems his father from debt to superior and inferior 
beings: hence there is no use for one who acts otherwise. 
AVhat can be done with a cow which neither gives milk 
nor bears calves ? For what purpose was that son born 
who is neither learned nor virtuous ? A son who is igno¬ 
rant of the Sastras and devoid jof courage and good pur¬ 
poses, who _ is destitute of the practice of devotion, and 
who is wanting in good conduct, is similar to urine and ex¬ 
crement.” 

The meaning is this: A son who performs the obse¬ 
quies of his father and other ancestors, is of approved 
excellence, though he be uninitiated ; not a son who acts 
otherwise, be he the eldest and conversant with the whole 
Veda. 

The purport is, that the very ownership of the paternal 
property forms the remuneration of one who performs the 
duties of a son : wherefore should one that neglects them 
have a right to that remuneration ? To this effect is the 
text of law, namely,—“Since a son delivers his father 
from the hell called put, therefore he is named put.tra by 
the self-existent himself.” 

Also Manu says,—“ All the brothers who are addicted 
to vice lose their title to inheritance.”—The purport is, 
that those who are incapable of performing the rites enjoin¬ 
ed by the Sruti and the Smriti, as well as those that are 
addicted to vice, are not entitled to get shares. 

Thus (are described) those that are not entitled to 
shares on partition (or succession). 
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EIGHTS OF SEPAEATED CO-SHAEEES. 

§ 1.—Power of a separated eo-sharer to dispose of his share. 2.—Immove¬ 
ables. 3.—Partition cannot be re-opened. 

1. Now the rights of separated kinsmen (are con¬ 
sidered). On that subject Narada says,—“ When there 
are many sprung from one man, whose duties are separate, 
whose transactions are separate, and whose instruments of 
(household) work are separate; if they be not accordant in 
affairs, should they give or sell their own shares, they may 
do all that as they please ; for they are masters of their own 
wealth.” 

The meaning of this is: “ Many sprung from one 
man,” i. e., many brothers,—some say that the term “being 
separated” is understood, but in our opinion, the terms 
“ whose duties are separate,” &c., signify that they aro 
separated, for it does not appear that these terms form the 
predicate, (and the construction of the text is not that 
“ many sprung from one man, shall have separato duties 
&c.,”) since such an injunction would be useless;— 
“ whose duties” stick as the worship of gods, ancestors 
and the twice-born, “ are separate,” i. c., apart from thoso 
of the other co-sharers;—it does not mean that duties 
consisting in the preservation of the sacred fire, &c., aro 
separate, for although the performance of these duties de¬ 
pend upon wealth, still they are separate even in a joint 
family ; accordingly, Vrihaspati says, “ The worship of 
gods, ancestors, and the twice-born is joint among thoso 
who live in commensality: but the same takes place in 
every house of the separated kinsmen and this (text) has 
been already considered (by us;)- “ whose transactions,” 
i. e., agriculture and similar temporal business, “ are sepa¬ 
rate ; if they be not accordant in affairs,” i. e., if they do 
not give permission to each other, still “ should they give 
or sell their own shares, they may do, as thoy please, all 
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that” also any other transaction sucli as mortgaging, bor¬ 
rowing or lending. 

If the separated co-sharers accord their assent then 
only the determination of any dispute becomes facilitated; 
but if they do not, then gift &c., do not become invalid. 
The reason for this is, “ for they are masters of their own 
wealth,” i. e., of the property which has become the sub¬ 
ject of their exclusive right. The purport being, that 
mutual assent is requisite when the property is common, 
but not also when it is separate. 

2. As for what has been ordained by Vrihaspati, 
namely,—“ Separated kinsmen, as those that are unsepa¬ 
rated, are equal in respect of immoveable property ; for 
one has not power over the whole to give, mortgage or 
sell it —that also is to be taken to lay down that the 
permission of the separated kinsmen is desirable simply 
for the purpose of the facility of determining any dispute, 
in the same way as the permission of the headman of the 
village. For in the case of immoveable property the 
determination in a different time, of the question whether 
the family was separated or joint, may become difficult if 
in the long interval the attesting witnesses and the like 
cease to exist. But should the permission be granted, 
then any disputo (regarding the disposition of property) 
may be decided, without determining the question as to 
partition. This is the opinion of Vij mines vara and many 
others. But the author of the Smritichandrika says :—If 
the co-sharers though separated consider the partition of 
immoveable property to be inconvenient, and so divide 
the other kinds of property and take their shares sepa¬ 
rately, but keep the immoveable property joint, with the 
stipulation that 1 we shall enjoy its profits by dividing the 
samo at the time of realizationthis text (of Vrihaspati) 
refers to such immoveable property. 

This (assertion of the author of the Smritichandrika) 
is merely an assumption; for in that case permission is 
necessary by reason of the very fact of the property being 
joint. 

3- I he same sage declares,—“Whatever share hus 
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been allotted to any one, he shall not complain after recei¬ 
ving the same.”—‘ Receiving’ means, accepting. Any one 
who gives his assent at the time of partition and afterwards 
disputes, shall be restrained by the king, and punished 
should he persist. This is declared by the same sage, 
thus,—“ If any one who has received an allotment by 
liis own choice, disputes again; he shall be confined to 
his own share, by the king, and shall be punished if he 
perseveres.”—‘ Perseveres’ means persists. 
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CHAPTER X. 




ASCERTAINMENT OF A CONTESTED PARTITION. 

§ 1.—Evidence of partition. 2.—Circumstantial evidence. 3.—Ordeals 
and oaths. 4.—Partition over again. 

1. The mode of partition having been described, 
now is stated the mode of determining a doubt regarding 
the fact of a partition having been made. 

On that subject Ydjnavalkya says,—“It is to be 
known that in case of concealment of partition, the as¬ 
certainment of the fact of partition may be made by the 
evidence of kinsmen (jnatis,) relations and witnesses, 
and by documentary evidence, as well as by disconnected 
houses and fields.” 

(The meaning is :) “ It is to be known that in case of 
concealment,” i. e., denial, “ of partition,” made by any one 
of the separated co-sharers, “ the ascertainment,” i. e., the 
determination “of the fact of partition may bo made by 
the evidence of kinsmen,” i. e ., the father’s relations, “ rela¬ 
tions,” i. e., the maternal uncle and the like,—■“ and wit¬ 
nesses,” <?•, strangers falling under the definition of a 
witness : although kinsmen and relations also come under 
the category of witnesses, still by the rule of ‘ the bulls 
and the heaves’ they are separately mentioned, since they 
being nearer than outside witnesses, are aware of facts 
that are incidents of partition, such as separate perfor¬ 
mance of the uraddha and the like (rites,) and ai’e ap¬ 
pointed arbitrators to carry out a partition : and “ by 
documentary evidence,” i. e., the instrument of partition : 
“ as well as by disconnected (yautaka),” i. e., separated by 
metes and bounds,—agreeably to the root iju which means 
1 to unite’ or 1 to disunite’—“houses and fields.” 

Narada says,—“ If a question arise among co-heirs in 
regard to the fact of partition, it must be ascertained by 
the evidence of agnatic relations, by the deed of partition 
or b\ t',e separate transaction of affairs.”—The term 
* agnfftic relations’ is used in order to show that if such 
(witnesses) be forthcoming, other persons should not he 
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preferred as witnesses: ‘ affairs’ are such as agriculture 
and the like. 

Sankha declares,—“ Should a doubt arise on the sub¬ 
ject of partition of the wealth of kinsmen, the family may 
give evidence, if the matter be not known to the agnatic 
relations.” ‘ Family’ means the cognates, such as the 
maternal uncle ; hence it is, that the agnatic relations are 
prominently set forth by N&rada. The reading, Jndtribhis 
or ‘ if the eye-witnesses be not known’ (instead of ‘ if tho 
matter be not known to agnatic relations’) is not genuine, 
since it is not found in old manuscripts nor in the com¬ 
mentaries. 

The documentary evidence is of greater weight than 
the testimony of witnesses. This has been dealt with (by 
us) in the Pari bh ash & (or that part of this commentary, 
where the adjective law has been treated). 

2. Narada ordains, — “ Gift and acceptance of gift, 
cattle, food, house, land and attendants, must be consi¬ 
dered as distinct among separated brethren, as also cook¬ 
ing, religious ceremony, income and expenditure. Sepa¬ 
rated, and not unseparated kinsmen may reciprocally 
bear testimony, become sureties, bestow gifts and accept 
presents. Those by whom such matters are publicly 
transacted with their co-heirs, are to be known separate 
oven without written evidence.”—‘ Religious ceremony’ 
means, the worship of gods and the like, by reason of the 
text cited before (ch. IX, § 1, para. 2) namely,—“ The 
worship of gods &c.”,—and by reason of the text of Nara¬ 
da, namely— “Of undivided brethren, tho religious duties 
are common ; after partition, the religious duties also of 
each of them become separate.” 

Vrihaspati says, —“ A violent crime, a pledge of im¬ 
moveable property, and a previous partition among co¬ 
sharers may be ascertained by presumptive proof, (if) 
there are neither writing nor witnesses.”— The particle 
‘if’ is understood.—“They who have their income, ex¬ 
penditure and wealth distinct, and have mutual transac¬ 
tion of money-lending and 1 traffic, are undoubtedly sepa¬ 
rate.”—‘ Money-lending’ is, the investment of money for 
interest j 1 traffic’ is trado ) ‘ mutual transaction’ means, 
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when one brother is creditor and another is debtor, one 
sells and another buys from him : from these and similar 
facts which cannot be accounted for except by separation, 
partition is to be inferred. 

From the plural number in “ such matters” it is not 
to be supposed that the inference arises only when all 
these jointly exist; because the intention is, that the infer¬ 
ence arises from all or some of them, and because the text 
is (not arbitrary but) based upon reason. 

3. Where the fact of partition cannot be ascertained 
by circumstantial evidence, it is to be determined by 
ordeals or oaths, according as the estate is small or large. 
It has been set forth in the introductory chapter, that 
“ When the circumstances also fail, it is to bo determined 
by oaths.” 

4. When, however, no oral evidence is forthcoming, 

the circumstances are meagre, and neither party wishes to 
have recourse to ordeals and oaths ; in such a case, Manu 
says that partition is to be mado again, thus, “ When 
a doubt arises as to the mutual separation of the co-heirs, 
then re-distribution is to bo made by them although re¬ 
siding in different places.” . . 

It is to be observed that this is to be done in the 
same way as in the partition by the re-united co-heirs, 
after liquidating the debts of all. 

As for what Manu says, namely, “ Only once may the 
distribution of shares take place, only once may a maiden 
bo given (in marriage), only once may the same article be 
gifted (by an owner) : these three may occur but once 
--this applies in the absence of any reason for repetition. 
The same is true also in the gift of a daughter in marriage, 
as well as in any other gift. 

Thus is finished the determination of the fact of parti¬ 
tion in a case of doubt. 


And thus is finished the topic of litigation called Par¬ 
tition of Heritage. 





INDEX. 




/ 





miSfyy 



<SL 


UDE X. 


A. 

ABANDONMENT 

by husband, of adulterous wife, when allowed, 
ACCEPTANCE 

by donee necessary to complete gift, 
not so according to Dayabhaga, 

ACCOUNT, 

co-heir not liable to, for excess of consumption, 
ACHARYA, or preceptor, 
succession of, • 

ACQUIRER’S DOUBLE SHARE, ... 

ACQUISITION, 

means of-common and special, 

-not a matter of divine authority, 

—-— known from Sastras alone according to some, 

father’s double share in his own, 
father not entitled to two shares of son’s, ... 
without detriment to joint stock, not partible, 
by a re-united co-heir, partible, ... 
re-united co-heir entitled to two shares of his, 

ADDICTED TO VICE, excluded from inheritance, 
ADHIVEDANIKA. or gift on supersession, 

ADHYAGNI, or presents before fire, ... 

ADHYAVAHANIKA, or present at bridal procession, ... 
ADOPTED SON, or the dattaka or given son, ... 
described, 

an only son shall not be given or taken as, 
the eldest son, 
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cannot be taken by woman without husband's assent, . 

one having a son cannot authorize his wife to take an, 

a step-son is an, to a woman, ... ... # . 

may be taken by a woman for her own sake with the assent of 

husband, ... ... ••• • •• ... ib* 

may be taken by a widow with the assent of husband’s kinsmen, ib. 

mode of taking an, ... ... ... ..117 

becomes a kinsman or member of the gotm of the adoptive father, 126 
is entitled to a quarter share, if an vurasa son be subsequently 

born, .. . . ... ... 121 

34 
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ADOPTED SON,— (continued). Page 

may inherit from sapindas and samanodakas of adoptive father in 

default of near heirs, ... ... . 12G 

may do so if endued with good qualities or according to local custom, 127 

a child of inferior caste may be, ... ... . 117 

ADOPTION, 

sons by, ... ... ... ... 100—130 

involves the idea of father’s proprietary right over wife and son, ib. 


ADULTEROUS WIFE 


not entitled to succeed to husband, ... . 133, 152 

not entitled to maintenance from heirs to undivided husband, 174 
not entitled to maintenance, when husband excluded from inheri¬ 


tance, ... ... ... ... ... 255 

if disposed to perform penance, is entitled to maintenance from 

husband, ... ... ... .153 

may be abandoned by husband, if perverse, ... ... ib. 

ADULTERY, 

does not disqualify mother for inheriting, ... .101 

subsequent, does not divest right, ... ... ... 253 

See Adulterous Wife. 

AGNATES, preferred to cognates as heirs, ... .200 

AFFECTIONATE GIFT BY HUSBAND, 

joint succession of son and daughter to, ... ... 229 

AFFIANCED, meaning of, ... ... ... ... 1°G 

ALIENATION, 

father may make, of moveables, ... ... -. 16 

father cannot make, of immoveables ancestral or self-acquired, ... 17 

father may do so with son’s consent, or for legal necessity, ... 87 

any member may make, for legal necessity, ... . ib. 

by widow, of husband’s estate, for legal necessity, valid, ... 141 

by wife, of stridlian , independently of husband, not allowed as a 

general rule, ... ... ... ... 224 

by wife, of some kinds of stridhan , independently of husband, 

allowed, ... ... ... . ib. 

by wife, of property given by husband, allowed in case of move¬ 
ables, ... ... ... ... ... 225 

by husband, of wife’s property, valid in distress, .226 

ANCESTOR WORSHIP. 

should be performed by descendants and heirs, ... 90, 256 


ANCESTRAL PROPERTY. 

right of father and son, co-equal in, ... ... 10. 65 et seq. 


partition of, may take place by son’s choice, ... ... 49 

immoveable, cannot be alienated by father, . 17 

except with son’s consent, or for legal necessity, ... ... 87 

son’s share in, not legally liable for father’s debts, .154 

A*: A ADHE V A, or gift subsequent, described, ... ... 222 

joiuf succession of sons and daughters to, ... .228 

APAV1DDHA, or deserted son, . t ... 101 

described, * nio 
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APPARELS, not partible, 

APPOINTMENT, to raise issue, 

an ancient custom appears to be based upon the notion 
being an article of property,... 
disapproved, 

prohibited in this Kali age, 

APPOINTED DAUGHTER’S SON, 
described, 

may mean, appointed daughter herself, 
agreement with husband, not necessary to be express, 
succession of, 

A'RSHA, an approved form of marriage, 
ASCERTAINMENT of contested partition, 
by direct evidence, 
by circumstantial evidence, 
by ordeals and oaths, 

ASCETIC, or Yati, succession to the estate of, 

ASURA, a disapproved form of marriage, 

AURASA, or real legitimate son, described, 
the principal son, 
partition by, and subsidiary sons, 


Page 
... 249, 250 

of wife’s 
... 101—111 
... 143, 14S 

. 61 

... 100, 102 
... 102 

.103 

... ib. 
121 et seq. 
... 240 
... 260-262 
... 260 

.261 

... 262 

.202 

... 132, 240 

... 101 

.120 

121 et seq . 


AUTHORITY. 

profane, means sensation, perception and inference, ... 8 

divine or sacred, means the authority of the Sastras, . 14 

of husband, necessary for adoption by wife, ... ... 115 

of husband’s kinsmen, necessary for adoption by a widow, ... 116 


B. 

BANDIIU, 

or kinsman (sec. 19), means a member of the gotra , ... 120, 142 

means a cognate (YAjnavalkya’s text), ... ... ... 131 

in the sense of a cognate means sapindas , i, e ., blood relations, 

belonging to a different gotra, ... ... 15G, 199 

succession and classification of, ... ... ... 200 

enumeration of, illustrative, ... ... . ib. 

of woman, means blood relation, ... ... ... 242 

succession of, to woman’s property, ... . ib. 

barren daughter, 

is not disqualified to inherit, ... ... ... 178 

as such, not entitled to preference, ... 181 

BASTARD SON by a female slave, 

of a Sudra is entitled to half share, ... ... ... 130 

when to whole estate, ... .. ib. 

of a twice-born, entitled to maintenance only, ... ... ib. 

BLIND, excluded from inheritance, ... ... 252 

BRAHMA, an approved form of marriage, ... ... ... 210 

BRAHMANAS, 

inherit from a Brahmana m default or all heirs, not the king, 201 


8 


INDEX. 


BROTHER, Page 

and other co-Jieirs succeed to a member of joint family in default 
of male issue, ... ... ... 154,164 

succession of, to a separated brother, ... 192 

uterine, succeeds first, ... ... ... ... 193 

half, after him, ... ... ... 194 

re-united, succeeds in default of male issue, ... ... 205 

re-united uterine, succeeds first, ... ... 206 

re-united half, and unassociated ■whole, succeed together, ... ib. 

unassociated half, succeeds in preference to wife, .214 

succession of uterine, to maiden’s property, ,* B ... 240 

-to sister’s property, ... .242 

marriage and investiture with sacred thread, of, charges on estate, SI 

BROTHER’S SON, 

if joint, succeeds in preference to wife, 
succession of, to separated uncle, 
uterine, preferred to half, 
if re-united, succeeds in preference to wife, 
equal to.son in conferring spiritual benefit, ... 

c. 

CAPACITY for conferring spiritual benefit, 

does not determine succession to joint estate,... 
determines prioxity of succession to separate person, 
is equal, of son, grandson and great-grandson, 
also brother’s son, ... 


154, 164 
... 192 
... 193 
... 205 
... 157 


... 91 

... ib. 
... 155 
... 157 


CASTE, . _ _ 4 . 

intermarriage of a man of superior, with a woman of inferior, 

allowed, ... ... ... ... 95, 132 

intermarriage of a man of inferior, with a woman of superior, 

not invalid, ... ... ... .255 

adoption of a child of inferior, allowed,... ... ... 117 

a wife of a superior, succeeds first, ... ... 132, 152 

CAUSE OF HERITABLE RIGHT, 


to unobstructed heritage, is birth, 
to obstructed heritage, is extinction of right,.., 
CHARGES ON INHERITANCE, 


3 

4 


debt of deceased owner, 
initiation of co-heir, ... 
marriage of co-heir, 
marriage of daughter, 

— - -sister, 

maintenance of widow, 
CHASTITY, 


... 154 

. SI 

... ib. 

... 81,219 

... 53 
153, 174, 219 


condition of wife's succession, ... ... 153,174, 

not a condition of mother’s succession, ... .191 

condition of widow’s right to maintenance against husband’s 

co-heiw, ... ... ... ... 153 , 174 

not a condition of wife's right to maintenance, ... ... 153 
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CHASTITY,—(continued) . Pago 

by subsequent want of, right to receive maintenance from hus¬ 
band’s co-beirs, forfeited, 174 , 

- - - - widow’s estate is not divested, ... 253 


COGNATES or BANDHUS, 

are sapindas , in the sense of blood relations, of a different gotra , 199 
See JBandhu. 


CO-HEIR, 

nature of-’s right in joint property, 

cannot alienate his interest in joint property, 
can alienate joiut property for legal necessity, 
i3 not liable for excess of consumption,... 
can alienate his share after partition, 
mother is a, 

CONCEALED PROPERTY, distribution of, ... 
CONCEALMENT OF EFFECTS, by a'co-heir, is theft, 
CONFLICTING TEXTS, 

to be reconciled by referring them to distinct cases. 


... 42 

... 87 
... ib. 
... 247 
... 257 
... 168 
... 245 
... ib . 


... 190 


CONSANGUINITY, 

is the principle of inheritance, ... ... ...1,3 

nearness of, determines succession, ... 185, 194, 195, 200 


CONSENT, 

of sons necessary for alienation of immoveable property, ... 87 


CONSUMMATION, 

re-marriage of widow before, 

CONTESTED PARTITION, determination of, 
by direct evidence, ... 
by circumstantial evidence,,., 
by ordeals and oaths ; ... 
re-partition, 

CO-PARCENER. See Co-heir. 

CO-SHARER. See Co-heir. 

COUSINS, 

may be re-united, 

COVERTURE, 

woman's power over her stridlum during, 

CRITERION of order of succession, 
is nearness of propinquity, ... 
also capacity for conferring spiritual benefit, ... 


... 107 
... 2G0 
... ib. 
... 261 
... 262 
... ib. 


... 169 


... 224 


185, 194, 195, 200 
. 91 


CROWN, 

estate of deceased, in default of heirs escheats to, ... ... 201 

- a Brahman a does not, ... . ib. 

CUSTOM or USAGE, 

local, may be taken into consideration for determining doubtful 

questions,... ... ... ... 127 

has force of law, ... t ... ... ... 168 


\ 
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Pago 


E ATTAKA, or son given. See Adopted Son. 

DAUGHTER, 

maiden, entitled to quarter share on partition, 
succession of, to estate of separated father, 

order of succession amongst different kinds of, ... 
succession of, to stridJian, 
order of succession, 

marriage and maintenance of maiden, charge on inheritance, 
DAUGHTER-IN-LAW, 

not heir to mother-in-law, 

entitled to maintenance from mother-in-law’s estate, 
DAUGHTER’S DAUGHTER, 
succession of, to stridhan , ... 

DAUGHTER’S MARRIAGE, 
charge on inheritance, 

DAUGHTER’S SON, 

succession of, to separated grandfather, 

-to stridhan,... 

per stirpes, 

DAYA'DA, 

means a co-heir, 

-partaker of oblations, divided or undivided, 

-heir to the same gotra , 

DEAF, 

excluded from inheritance, 


... 81 
... 176 
... 181 
... 228 
... 231 
81, 219 


... 244i 
... ib. 


... 238 

81, 219 

... 183 
... 238 
... 241 

... 140 
... 155 
... 126 

... 253 


DEATH, 

extinguishes right, 

opens succession to obstructed heritage, 


4 

ib. 


DEBTS, 

moral liability of sons, grandsons and great-grandsons to discharge, 154 

legal liability of heir to discharge, ... . ib. 

DEDUCTION specific, 

partition with, ... ... ... ... 53 et seg. 

DEED OF PARTITION, 

best evidence of partition, ... ... ... 260, 261 


DEGRADATION, 

extinguishes right in the absence of penance, 
excludes from inheritance in the absence of penance, 
DESERTED SON, 

DESERTION, 

by husband, of unchaste wife when allowed, 

DIVESTING OF ESTATE, 

18 “Ob caused by subsequent disability, 

DISCIPLE or PUPIB 

succession of, * 

... 


... 37 

.253 

101,119 

... 153 

.253 

201 , 202 
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DISEASE, 

incurable, excludes from inheritance, 

.252 

husband may use wife’s property during, 

... 227 

DISQUALIFICATION, 

to inherit arises from physical or moral defect, 

.252 

DISSIPATOR OF WEALTH, 

a woman who is, not entitled to stridhan , 


DISTRESS, 

in, husband may take wife’s property, 

.22G 

in extreme, theft allowed, 

... 2G 

DISTRIBUTION, 


by father’s choice of his property in two modes only, 

53 

equal, of father’s property, by sons’ choice, ... 

. GO 

of grandfather’s property, must be equal, 

... G5 

equal, is preferable in all cases, ... 

. 70 

DIVINE or sacred authority, 

is the authority of the Sastras, 

11, 25 

DIVISION. See Distribution and Partition. 

DOUBLE SHARE, 

of acquirer, 

G3 et sea. 

of father in self-acquired property, 

... ib. 

of acquirer who is re-united, 

.205 

DUBIOUS PARTITION, 

how ascertained, 

... 2G0 

DUMB, excluded from inheritance, ... 

.253 

DVYA'MU SHY AY ANA, 

or son of t wo fathers, 

... 10-1 

DWELLING, 

husband must provide wife with, ... 

.226 

E. 

EFFECTS, not liable to partition, 

... 248 

ELDEST SON, 

may be entitled to specific deduction, 

• ... 53 

cannot be given away in adoption, 

... 117 

ENEMY, to father, not entitled to inherit, 

.252 

EUNUCH, not entitled to inherit, 

... ib. 

EVIDENCE OF PARTITION, 

deed of partition, 

.200 

direct, 

... ib. 

circumstantial, 

.261 

oaths and ordeals, 

... 262 

EXCLUSION, from*inheritance, 

... 252 

EXCOM MUNICATED, 

excluded from inheritance, 

... ... 256 

EXPIATION, 

removes disqualification arising from degradation* 

... 37, 268 
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F. 


87 

227 

ib. 

1G 
17 

87 

49 

53 

57 

63 

65 

69 

185 

191 

240 


1G ; 74, 87 


FAMILY, 

maintenance of, is a legal necessity, 

for maintenance of, husband may take wife’s property, . 

FAMINE, 

at a time of, husband may take wife’s property, 

FATHER, 

may alienate ancestral moveable for certain purposes, . 

cannot alienate immoveable ancestral or self-acquired, 
can alienate immoveable with consent of sons or for legal neces¬ 
sity,... ... # ... . 

may distribute his property at his desire, 

---in two modes only, . 

may give a share to his wife out of his property, ... 

entitled to two shares of his property, ... . 

-equal share of ancestral property, 

not entitled to two shares of son’s acquisition, . 

succession of, to estate of separated son, 

succeeds before unchaste mother,.., ... . 

succession of, to estate of daughter, 

FATHER and SON, 

respective rights of, in joint property, 

FATHER-IN-LAW, 

when succeeds to daughter-in-law, 

FATHER S CONCUBINES, 
not partible, 

FATHER’S GIFTS, 
not partible, 

FATHER’S FATHER’S SISTER’S SON, 

is a ban dhu and heir,... ... ... . 

FATHER’S MATERNAL UNCLE’S SON, 
is a bandku and heir, 

FATHER’S MOTHER’S SISTER’S SON, 

is a bandhu and heir, ... ... ... . 

FATHER’S SISTER’S SON, 
is a bandhu and heir, 

FATHER’S WIVES, 

entitled, according to Mitafcshara to shares on partition by stepsons, 
sonless, entitled to maintenance only, according to the author, ... 

feelings, 

what is repugnant to, though legal, should not be practised, 
preservation of good, of co-heirs after separation, should be look¬ 
ed to, 

FELLOW STUDENT, 

euccoiaion of. 7 •• 


244 


... 249 
250, 251 


200 

ib. 

ib. 

ib. 

SO 

ib . 

61 

247 

201 
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FEMALES, Fagc 

as a general rule, excluded from inheritance, but may inherit when 

expressly allowed, . . ... ‘ 174 jQg 241 

are sapindas , in the sense of allied by funeral oblations, of husband 

and of husband’s sapindas , ... ... ... 195 241 

that get shares on partition are co-heirs and may be re-united, ... 16S 
See Wife and Woman's Property . 


G. 


GAINS OF SCIENCE, 

defined and when not partible, *.* ... ...248 

GANDHARVA, a form of marriage,;.. ... 240 

GENTILES. See Gotrajas. 

GIFT, 

relinquishment by donor not sufficient to complete,... ... 82 

acceptance by donee completes, ... ... 33 

may be revoked, ... ... Ml ... 262 

of sons and daughters, ... ... 65 

GIFT SUBSEQUENT. See Anvddheya. 

GOTRAJAS or GENTILES, 

are those that are descended in the male line from a common male 

ancestor, ... ... ... ... I 99 

includes females admitted into the gotra by marriage, .190 

-—- subsidiary sons admitted into gotra by adoption, ... 12 G 

are divided into sapindas and samamdakas } ... 190, 199 

GRANDFATHER, paternal, 
succession of, ... 

GRANDFATHER’S descendants, 
succession of, 

GRANDFATHER’S property. See Ancestral Property . 
GRANDMOTHER, paternal, 
succession of, ..." 
entitled to a share on partition, ... 

GRANDSONS, 

acquire right by birth, 
by different fathers, take per stirpes, 
succession of, to stridhan , ... 

GREAT-GRANDFATHER, 
succession of, 

GREAT-GRANDFATHER’S descendants, 
succession of, ... 


... 199 
... ib . 

... 196 
... 79 

3, 90 
... 72 

... 238 

... 199 

ib . 


GREAT-GRANDMOTHER, 

is silently introduced as heir, there being no express text for her 

succession, ... ... ... .199 

See Females. 


GREAT-GRANDSONS. 


acquire right by birth, 

by different grandfathers take per stirpes, 


35 


. 8 , 90 
... 72 
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GUARDIAN, 

father has the preferable right to be, 
GUDHAJA, or secret-born son, a subsidiary son, ... 



Page 

... 93 
... Ill 


H. ’ 


HEIES, 

relatives are, ... ... ... ... 1> 2 

to a separated person enumerated, ... . 131 

order amongst, determined by nearness of propinquity, 185, 194, 

195, 200 


HERITAGE, 
defined, ... 

is of two sorts, obstructed and unobstructed, 
two sorts of, explained, ... ... ... 

HERMIT, or Vdnaprastka, 
succession to the estate of, 

HUSBAND and WIFE, 

relation of, arises on completion of ceremony of marriage, 
unity of, 

as between, no partition, 

HUSBAND, . a , n . 

must provide wife with food, raiment and dwelling, 
permission of, for the disposal of property by wife, 
power of, over stridkan in distress, 
succession of, ... — y\ 

must refund stridkan taken, when rich enough to pay, 


2 

3 

ib. 


... 202 

... 107 
... 230 
... 165 


... 226 
... 224 
... 226 
... 240 
... 227 


I. 


IDIOT, excluded from inheritance, ... 

ILLEGITIMATE son by a female slave, 

of a Sudra, entitled to half share, or to whole property, 
of a twice-born, entitled to maintenance only, 

ILLNESS, 

during, husband may take wife’s property, 

IMMOVEABLE PROPERTY, 

right to, not absolute before birth of son, 
joint, not saleable by a eo-sbarer,... 
saleable by a co-sharer after partition, ... 
given by husband, not alienable by wife, 
given by parents to daughter, goes to her brother in default 
issue, 

IMPOTENT, 

excluded from inheritance, 
can marry, 

INCURABLE DISEASE excludes from inheritance, ... 


... 252 

... 130 
... ib. 

... 227 

... 17 

... 87 
... 257 
... 225 
of 

... 242 

... 252 
... 255 
... 252 
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INFANT, Tage 

co-sharer’s being, no bar to partition, ... . 89 

share of, to be entrusted to guardian, ... ... ... 90 

conceived before partition, but born after, entitled to a share by 

re-opening partition, ... ... ... 92,93 

conceived after partition, entitled to father’s share,,., ... 92 


INHERITANCE, 
vests in relations, 

from an unseparated person, vests by survivorship, 

from a separated person, 

from certain religious persons, 

from a re-united person, 

from a woman, 


...1—4 
... 1G5 
131—201 
202, 203 
204—219 
228—244 


INITIATION, 

means, the performance of the SansJcdras or sacraments including 

marriage, ... ... _ ••• . 

of brothers and sisters, charge on inheritance, 

INSANE, excluded from inheritance,... ... . 


81 

ib. 

252 


class with a woman of inferior 


INTERMARRIAGE, 

of a man of superior 

allowed, ... ... 

of a man of inferior class with a woman of superior class, 

INVESTITURE with the sacred thread, an initiation, 
of brother, charge on inheritance, 
impotent, &c., are not fit for, 


class 

95 et scq 
... 255 

... 81 
... 255 


ISSUE, male, 

includes grandson and great-grandson, ... 


... 154 


j. 


JOINT FAMILY, 

law of succession, as in ch. iii., does not apply to estate of a mem¬ 
ber of, ^ ... ... ... .154 

succession by survivorship applies in, ... ... .. 1G5 

a person may be a member of, with his son, grandson, great- 
grandson, father, grandfather, great-grandfather and three 
descendants, in the male line, of father, of grandfather 

and of great-grandfather, ... ... . 72 

. also with the wives of these, ... 105 

K. 

KA'NI'NA, or’maiden-born son, a Subsidiary son, ... .Ill 

KXRSHAPANA = 4 x 20 x 16 = 1280 cowries, ... ... 224 

(for tbc purpose of penance, taken to be e<piul to one rupee.) 

KINO, ... 

when entitled to take estate, ... .*01 

not entitled to take estate of Dnihmanas, ,,, ib< 
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KINSMAN, Pag* 

means a person of the same gotra, ... 126 

KRFTA, or son bought, a subsidiari r son, ... ... ... 117 

KIMTEIMA, or son made, a subsidiary son, ... 11S 

KSHETRAJA, or wife’s son, a subsidiary son,... ... ... 101 

L. 

LAME, excluded from inheritance, ... ... 252 

LAW, or Smriti, 

consolidates what was observed by primeval men, ... ... 19 

positive, is deducible from reason, ... 20 

positive, is therefore superfluously treated in Sastras, ... 20 

Sastras on positive, prevent the unthinking from committing mis¬ 
takes, ... ... ... ... ... ib. 


conflict of, to be reconciled by referring them to distinct cases,... 190 
LEGAL NECESSITY, 

necessary religious ceremony, maintenance of family, &c., consti¬ 
tute, 

See Alienation . 

LEPE11, excluded from inheritance, ... 

LIMITED INTEREST, 

wife only has, in husband’s estate, 

LUNATIC, excluded from inheritance, 

M. 

MADMAN, excluded from inheritance, 

MAIDEN, daughter, 

succeeds first to separated father, 

-mother, 

entitled to quarter share on partition, ... 
marriage of, charge on inheritance, 
maintenance of,... 
succession to estate of, 

MAIDEN-BORN SON. See Kdnina, 

MAINTENANCE, 


of chaste widows, charge on inheritance, ... 153, 174, 219 

of maiden daughters, ... ... ... ... 219 

of illegitimate sons, ... ... ... .130 

of daughter-in-law, from mother-in-law's estate, ... ... 244 

of wife, ... ... ... ... .226 

of unchaste wife, ... ... ... ... 153 

highest amount of, to be annually given to a female, ... ... 224 

M A JUtI AGE, 

oV unmarried brothers and sisters, charge on inheritance, 58, 81 

of maiden daughters, charge on inheritance, ... ... 81, 219 

or. widows, ... ... .. ... ... 114 

of persons of different caste, ... i., ... 95, 255 


87, 141 

... 252 

... 140 
... 252 


... 252 

... 181 
... 231 
... 81 
81, 219 
... 219 
... 240 
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MARRIAGE,—(continued). 

persons competent and bound to give a girl in, 
completed on completion of ceremony of, 
involves the idea of gift of the girl, 

MARRIED DAUGHTER, 

succession of, to separated father’s estate, 

-to mother’s estate, 

MATERNAL UNCLE, 

is a landhu , and as such succeeds, 

MATERNAL UNCLE’S SON, 
succeeds as a landhu , 

MINOR, 

a co-heir’s being minor, no bar to partition, ... 
share of, to be entrusted to guardian, ... 
father is guardian of,... 

MOTHER, 

life of, no bar to partition, ... 
entitled to a share on partition, ... 
share of, becomes her stridhan , 
is a co-heir of sons, ... 
but cannot demand partition,... 
may be re-united with sons, 
succeeds by survivorship, 
succeeds to a separated son, 

before father if chaste and virtuous, 
after father, if unchaste, ... 
succeeds to a re-united son in preference to wife, ... 
succeeds to daughters, 
right by birth of sons to stridhan of, 
no partion of property of, during her life, 
MOTHER’S RELATIONS, 
succession of, ... 

MOVEABLES, 

ancestral, father’s right to, 

MULTIPLICITY, 


Taqe 
... 8G 

. 107 

107, 113, 262 

.181 

... 231 


... 200 


ib. 


... 89 

... 90 
... 93 


74 et seq. 

. 79 

... 92 

... 79, 168 

... 168 

... 168,169 

... 164. 

.185 

... 191 

. ib. 

... 216 

.240 

... 228 

... 44, 228 

... 200 

... 16, 17 


is a defect in a hypothesis when 
assumptions, 


it involves a greater number of 

. 29 


N. 


NECESSITY. See Legal Necessity, and Alienation, 

NEPHEWS. See Brother's son and Sister's son. 

NISHADA. 

is a son of a Brahmajpa by a Sudra wife, ... . 97 

right of, ... ... ... ... ... 08 

NIYOGA or appointment to raise issue, 

practice or, censured, ... ... ... ... 106, 10S 

may be made by husband or the venerable protectors, ... Ill 

theory that widow accepting, succeeds, js rejected, ,,, 113, 148 
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Page 

NUPTIAL presents or YautaJea , or presents before nuptial fire 

described, ... ... ... ... 222, 230 

succession to, .. 4 ... ... .230 


o. 

OBSEQUIES, 

performance of, obligatory on heirs, 

OBSTEUCTED HERITAGE, 
described,... 
succession to, ... 

ONLY SON, 

cannot be given in adoption, 

ORDER OF SUCCESSION, 

See Successio?i y Stridhan and lie-union. 

ORNAMENTS, 
not partible, 

OUTCAST AND HIS SON, 

excluded from inheritance, if penance be not performed, ... 
not entitled to maintenance, 


... 256 

... 3 

131—203 

... 115 

... 250 

... 253 
... 254 


P. 

PA'RASAYA or son of a Brahmana by a Siidra wife, ... 97, 119 

PARENTS, 

succession of, ... ... ••• ••• 

PARTITION, 

defined, ... ... ••• 

does not produce proprietary right, ... ... ... 42 

means also succession or devolution, 131, 204, 228, 252 

of joint family property, ... ... ... 44-—130 

of father’s property, when and by whom made, ... 44—53 

mode of, by father of his property not arbitrary, ... ... 53 

on, father entitled to two shares of his property, . 63 

on, father’s wives may get shares of his property, ... ... 57 

of ancestral property, may be enforced by sons, . 49 

on, of ancestral property father and sons equal sharers, ... 65 

on, after father’s death mother entitled to a share, . 79 

on, maiden daughters get quarter share, ... ... 81 

may take place at the instance of a single co-heir, . 89 

one born after, entitled to a share, ... ... ... 92 

by sons of different castes, ... ... ... 95—100 

by true and subsidiary sons, ... ... 121—130 

of the estate of a separated person, ... ... 131—203 

Boo Succession, 

of tho estate of a re-united person, ... ... 204—219 

See Bo-union. 

of woman’s property,... ... ... ...228—244 

See Stridhanarn. 

of concealed property, ... ... ... ... 245 

cannot be ro-opeued by one that has assented to it, .259 

may be revoked when, ##t ... ... 56 
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Page 

PARTITION OP HERITAGE, 

means law of succession and inheritance, ... ... ...1 —4 

PARVA OCCASIONS, 

means days of new moon, half moon, full moon, and transit of 

the sun from one sign of the zodiac to another,... ... 90 

PA'RVANA SRA'DDHA, 

means ancestor worship on parva occasions. 

PATNf, 

is a wife wedded in a lawful form of marriage, ... ... 132 

succeeds first to the estate of separated husband without male 

issue, ... ... ... .132 

See Wife . 

PAUNARBHAYA or son of twice married woman described, ... 114 
PINDA, 

means food, body and food offered to a deceased person at a 

Sraddha ceremony, ... ... ... 110, 121 

POSTHUMOUS SON, 

born after partition entitled to a share by re-opening partition,.,,. 91 
PRAJA'PATYA, an approved form of marriage, 240 

PRECEPTOR, 

succession of, ... ... ... itt 200 202 

PRESENTS, 

to a w'oman by relatives, become Stridhan , ... ... 220 

by strangers, not absolute Stridhan , ... ... ’’’ 222 

PROFANE AUTHORITY, 

is, the authority of sensation, perception and inference as dis¬ 
tinguished from the authority of the Sdstras, ... ... 25 

PROPERTY, 

is a distinct category of its own, ... 
notion of, is not of divine origin, 

PROPINQUITY, 

nearness of, determines succession, 

PUPIL, 

succession of, ... 

PUTTRIKAPUTTRA, or appointed daughter’s son 
a subsidiary son, described, 
means either such daughter’s son, 
or such daughter herself, ... 
rights of, 

E. 

RECOVERED PROPERTY, 

in ancestral, by father, he has the same rights as in self-acquired 

property, ... ... ... ... 73, 74 

without detriment to paternal estate, is partible, ,, o pj 

RELIGIOUS DUTY, 

of heirs to perform Sraddha of deceased, 
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RELIGIOUS PRINCIPLE, 

is not the principle of inheritance, 
determines priority to some extent, 
according to, son, grandson and great-grandson equal, 

RE-MARRIAGE, 
of widows, 

of undefiled widows, explained to refer not to Kali age, 
in the shape of appointment, of undefiled widows, 

REPRESENTATION, 
rule of, 
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RE-UNION, 

may be formed with one who was a member of the joint family, 
i. e. 9 with one male or female who obtains a share on 
partition, ... ... ... ... 168,205 

equal distribution or partition after, ... ... ... 204 

on partition after, a co-heir entitled to two shares only of pro¬ 
perty self-acquired during, ... ... . 205 

sons re-united or not equally succeed in the first instance to 

father re-united with his brother &c., ... 205, 217 

representation obtains on partition after, ... .... ... 205 

order of succession to the estate of one dying after, without 
male issue : 

(1) re-united whole brother, (2) re-united half brother and unas¬ 
sociated whole brother, (3) re-united mother, (4) re-united 
father, (5) any other re-united co-parcener, (6) unassociated 
half brother, (7) unassociated mother, (8) unassociated 
father, (9) wife, (10) sister, (11) sapindas , (12) samanodaJcas , 

(13) bandhus, ... ••• ••• . 205—207 

maintenance of maiden daughter and wife,^ and marriage of 

daughter, charges on the estate of one dying after, .219 

RE-UNITED, 

does not include son of a re-united co-sharer, ... ... 216 


REVERSION, 

allowed after widow alone, the interest of other female heirs 

absolute, ... ... ... .140 


REVERSIONERS, 

after widow are dayddas or those who would take joint estate, ... 140 


RIGHT, 

to unobstructed heritage, by birth, ... .3, 4 

to obstructed heritage, by extinction of previous owner’s right,... ih. 
extinguished by death, degradation &e., ... ... 37 

RIVAL WIVES, 

may divide husband’s property, .132 

of, she that is married in a lawful form of marriage, succeeds 

first, ... ... ... ... ... ib. 

of, she that is of the same oaste with husband succeeds in pre¬ 
ference to one of iuforior caste, ... ... ... ib. 
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SACKED AUTHORITY, 

is the authority of the Sastras, 


14, 25 


SAGOTRA, 

means a person descended from a common male ancestor, in the 

male line, ... ••• ••• 105, 196 

includes females affiliated to the gotra by marriage,... ... tb.^ 

includes subsidiary sons, ... • •• .120 

divided into sapindas and samdnodakas, relationship extends to 
fourteenth descendant of fourteenth ancestor, or so far as 
common descent is known, ... ... ••• 199 


SAHODHHA, or son received with a pregnant bride, a subsidiary son, 119 
SAKULYA, 

means a sagotra, ... ... ... ••• 142, 200 

-a sapinda in the sense of blood relation other than a sapinda 

in the sense of allied by oblations,... ... ... 156 

SALE. See Alienation . 

SAMANODAKA, 

is a sagotra other than a sapinda, ... ... ... 199,200 

relationship, extends to the fourteenth descendant in the male 
line of all the ascendants, in the male line, up to the 
fourteenth in ascent,—barring the sapindas , ... ... ib. 

or to all those that are recognised to be of common descent 
in the male line, ... . ib. 


SANSKARAS, or initiatory rites, 
See Initiation . 


SAPINDAS OP A PERSON, 

in the sense of allied by oblations, are his son. grandson, great- 
grandson, father, grandfather, great-grandfather, and three 
descendants in the male line of father, of grandfather and 
of great-grandfather, ... ... ... ... 155 

in the senso of blood relations are six descendants, six ascendants 
in the male line, and six descendants in the male line of each 
of the six ascendants in the male line, ... ... 199, 200 

blood relations of a different gotra, though literally sapindas are 

not technically called sapindas but bandhus , ... ... 199 

SASTRAS, 

proper subject of, is what is beyond the means of human 

knowledge, ... ... ... . 20 

still, treat of things that are otherwise deducible from reason, ... ib. 


SATJDAYIKA, or kind gift, a kind of Stridhan, 

females may independently deal with, ... ... ... 221 

SELF-ACQUIRED PROPERTY, 

father entitled to two shares of his, ... ... ... G3 

re-united co-heir entitled to two shares of his, M , ... 205 

when not partible, ... ... ... ... 248 
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SEPARATED CO-SHARER, 

rights of,... 

SISTER, 

uterine, succeeds to re-united brother, ... 
maiden, entitled to quarter share on partition, 
marriage of, charge on inheritance, 

SISTER’S SON, 

succession of, to Stridhan, 
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SLAVE, 

illegitimate son by a female, ... ... ... 130 

SON, 

right of, in property of father, &c. arises by birth, 3, 13—17, GG, 228 
not so, according to Dayabhaga and others, ... 4 —13^ 31 

partition of father’s property by choice of, when allowed,. 49 

entitled to ancestral property equally with father, ... ... G5 

grandson and great-grandson entitled to succeed to separated 

father &c. in the first instance, ... ... 131, 154 

-- tore-united father, &c. in the first instance,.., 205 

between a re-united, and one not so, there is no distinction, ... 217 
succeeds to certain kinds of mother’s property equally with 

daughter,... ... ... ... ... 228 

—- —— - other properties in default of daughter’s issue, ... 238 

SONS, true and subsidiary, 

1, true legitimate son, or auram described, 
superior to subsidiary, 

2, appointed daughter’s son or puttrikd-puttra, 

means either the appointed daughter herself, 
or her son, 

3, wife’s son or kshetraja, 

includes Dvy&mushydyana, ... 

4, secretly begotten in the house or Qudhhaja , 

5, maiden-born or kdntna, 

G, son of twice married woman or Paunarbhava, 

7, son given or dattaka, ... ... *, 

8, son bought or kritu, 

9, son made or kritrima, ... 

10, son self-given or Svayandatta , 

11, son received with a pregnant bride or sahoddha , 

12, deserted son or Apaviddha, ... 
partition by, 

rights of subsidiary, in adopted family, 

SON’S SON, 

succeeds with son, 

- per stirpes, ... 

succession of, to Stridhan, ... 

SON’S SON’S SON, 

succeeds with son and son’s son, ... 

- por stirpes, 

succession of, to Stridhan, 
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SON’S WIFE, 

is a sapinda, ... ••• . ••• 

not entitled to inherit from mother-in-law, ... 
entitled to maintenance, ... ... 

SPECIFIC DEDUCTIONS, 
partition with, ... 

SPIRITUAL BENEFIT, 

not the principle of inheritance, ... 

determines to a certain extent, priority,... ... 

SPIRITUAL BROTHER, 
succession of, 

SRA'DDITA, is a ceremony in honor of deceased, 

STEP-BROTHER, 
succession of, ... 

STEP-BROTHER’S SON, 

succession of, ... ... ... . 

STEP-DAUGHTER, 
succession of, .,. 

STEP-MOTHER, 

entitled to a share on partition, agreeably to Mitakshard, 

-to maintenance only according to author, ... 

STEP-SON, 

is like an adopted son, 

succeeds to step-mother, ... 

son and son’s son of, succeed, ... 

STRFDHAN, or woman’s property, 

described, ... ... ... 

bears no technical meaning, ... ... 

no power of disposal of, without husbaud’s permission, 
excepting certain kinds, 

immoveable given by husband not absolute, ... .. 

male members have no power over, ... ,,. 

husband may take, in distress, ... ... 

taken by husband, when recoverable, ... 

Succession to, 
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220—224 
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to gift subsequent and affectionate gift by husband, son and 

daughter jointly succeed, ... ... .228 

to yautaJca , 

maiden daughter succeeds, ... ... ... 230 

in her default, husband succeeds, ... ... 235, 236 

to other kinds of, 

(1) maiden daughter, (2) unprovided married daughter, 

(3) provided married daughter, ( t) widowed daughter, ... 231 

(5) daughter’s daughters in the *ame order as daughters, 

(6) daughter’s son, ... • •• ,,, 238,211 

(7) son, (8) son’s son. (9) son’s son’s son, , 9 , ... 213 
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(10) step-son, (11) his son, (12) his grandson, .243 

(13) husband, ... ... ... ... 239 

other heirs, ... ... ... ... 239—244 

what is given by parents after marriage goes to brothers in 

default of issue, ... ... ... ... 242 

sulka goes to brother, ... ... ... ... ib. 

gift by bandhu goes to bandhu in default of issue, ... ... ib. 

STUDENT, 

lifelong, succession to estate of, ... ... ... 202 

SUCCESSION to estate of a re-united person, ... ... 204—219 

See Pe-union. 


SUCCESSION to estate of certain religious persons, 

SUCCESSION to estate of a separated person, 

(1) son, grandson and great-grandson, ... 

(2) chaste wife, 

1, of the same caste, 

2, of inferior caste, ... ... .. 

(3) daughters, ... ... ... # ... 

1, maiden, 2, married unprovided, 3, married provided, ... 

(4) daughter’s son, 

(5) parents, ... ... ... . 

1, chaste mother, 2, father, 

1, good father, 2, unchaste mother, 

(6) brothers, ... ... . 

1, uterine, 2, half, ... 

brother’s son, ... ... • •• 

1, uterine, 2, half, ... 

ffTfindinotli6r^ *«• * m 

grandfather, (10) paternal uncle, (11) paternal uncle’s son, 
(12) paternal great-grandmother, (13) great-grandfather, 
(14) grand uncle, (15) grand uncle’s son, (1G) nearest 
sapinda , (17) nearest samanodaka , 
nearest bandhu , (19) preceptor, 
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(18) — -. v-zr—r- — 

(20) pupil, (21) fellow student, (22) king or JBr&limanas , 

SUCCESSION TO STRIDHAN, ... 

See Slridhan. 
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SUDRAS, 

inferior position of, ... ... ... 121, 130 

SULKA, 

defined, ... ... ... ... ... ••• 223 

goes to brother,... ... ... ... ... 242 

SUPERCESSION, 

on, a wife ontitled to compensation, ... .224 


SUPERFLUOUS PRECEPT, or injunction, 

is a text of fcastras, declaring what is deducible from profane 

authority, or from another text, ... ... ... 5 

SURVIVORSHIP, ... ... ... .104 
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THEFT, 

concealment by co-heir of joint property is, 
allowed, when, 

THINGS not liable to partition, 
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UNCHASTITY, 

excludes widow from inheritance,... ... ... 133,154 

subsequent, does not divest, ... ... ... 253 

does not exclude mother, ... ... .191 

disentitles widow to maintenance, ... ... ... 174 

-- wife of one excluded from inheritance, to maintenance, 255 

UNCLE, 

paternal, succession of, 


maternal, • 


UNDIVIDED FAMILY. See Joint Family . 

UNEQUAL DISTRIBUTION, 

of paternal property by father’s choice, 

UNINITIATED, 

initiation of, charge on inheritance, 

UNMARRIED, 

brother, sister and daughter, marriage of, 
girl succession to property of, 

UNOBSTRUCTED HERITAGE, 
defined, 
devolution of, 

USAGE, 

overrides law, ... 
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VA'NAPRASTHA or hermit, 
succession to property of, 
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WIDOW, 

chaste, succeeds to separated husband, ... 
re-marriage of, 

chaste, entitled to maintenance, 
cannot adopt without consent of husband’s kinsmen. 
See Wife, 
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WIDOWED DAUGHTER without son, 

entitled to succeed to father, ... ... ... 178 

as such, not entitled to preference, ... ... 181, 231 

WIFE, 

status of, arises on completion of marriage ceremony, 107, 132 

husband has a sort of proprietory right over, ... ... 105, 113 

husband’s son by co-wife is like an adopted son to, ... 116 

can adopt son with husband’s permission, ... . ib. 

-- for her own sake, ... ... ... ib . 

no partition between husband and^ ... ... 59, 165 

acquires a sort of peculiar right over husband’s property during 

their joint life, ... ... ... .165 

entitled to food, raiment and dwelling from husband, 225, 226 

•entitled to share on partition, ... ... ... 57 

different castes of, ... ... ... 95, 132, 153 

does not succeed to joint husband, ... ... 153, 164 

succeeds to separated husband in default of male issue, ... 132, 153 

succeeds to re-united husband when, ... ... 214—216 

chastity, condition of succession of, ... ... 152, 153 

adulterous, entitled to maintenance from husband if disposed to 

perform penance, • 00 ... 153 

of joint co-heir, entitled to maintenance if chaste, ... 153, 174 

of re-united co-heir entitled to maintenance, . ... ^ ... 219 

of excluded from inheritance, entitled to maintenance if chaste 
and not perverse, ... ... ... ... 255 

power of, over stridhan during coverture, ... ... 224 

power of husband over — -’s stridJicvn in distress, .226 

WITNESS, 

best, of partition, are kinsmen, ••• ..♦ 2G0, 261 

WOMAN’S PROPERTY, 

See Stridhan. 

WORDS IN A PRECEPT, 

cannot signify two meanings, one primary and the other secondary, 79 

WRITING, 


is better than parol evidence, 


261 
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YATI or ASCETIC, 

succession to estate of, ... ... ... 202 

YAUTAKA, 

described,... ... ... .. 230 

maiden daughters alone succeed to, ... ... ... ib. 

in default of maiden daughter, husband Ac. succeed, ... 235, 236 




